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INDIVIDUALS RECEIVING DOCTORATES IN THE FIELD CF PROFESSIONAL
EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES DURING THE ACADEMIC YEAR 1963..44 WERE
SURVEYED AND COMPARED WITH A COMPARABLE SAMPLE CF RESPONDENTS
(SURVEYED EARLIER) WHO HAD RECEIVED THEIR DEGREES BETWEEN 1956 AND
1958. CERTAIN SUBGROUPS NITHIN BOTH SAAPLES WERE COMPARED ALSO TO
GATHER INFORMATION ON SUCH VARIABLES AS SEX, DEGREE, AND MAJOR
FIELD. SURVEY PROCEDURES USED WITH THE 1963 -64 POPULATION EMPLOYED A
QUESTIONNAIRE WITH SEMISTRUCTURED RESPONSE ALTERNATIVES. RESPONSES
FROM-2,067 QUESTIONNAIRES WERE COMPILED RELATIVE TO THE
FOLLOWING --(1) PERSONAL AND SOCIOLOGICAL SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS, (2)
MOTIVES FOR ENTERING THE DOCTORAL PROGRAM IN EDUCATION, (3)
PERCEPTION AND EVALUATION OF INDIVIDUAL EXPERIENCES DURING THE
DOCTORAL PROGRAM, AND (4) CURRENT POSITIONS AND PERSONAL
ASPIRATIONS. IN ADDITION, OTHER RESPONSE DATA MERE COMPARED WITH
INFORMATION OBTAINED DURING THE EARLIER SURVEY, INCLUDING - -(1I
DEGREES, ED.D. VERSUS PH.D., (2) AGE, OLDER VERSUS YOUNGER DOCTORAL
GRADUATES, (3) LENGTH OF SPECIFIC DOCTORAL PROGRARS, (4) MAJOR
FIELD, (5) COMMUNITY BACKGROUND, ANO (6) SIZE OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS.
IT WAS FOUND THAT SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS DOMINATED THE 1963.44 SAMPLE
WITH A TOTAL OF ABOUT 20 PERCENT. THE FIELD CF GUIDANCE AND
COUNSELING WAS FOUND TO BE A DISTANT SECOND CATEGORY WITH ONLY ABOUT
8 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL SAMPLE. (JH)
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. THE PROBLEM

There is a growing recognition of the crucial role of public education in

the future of the country. Along with thii recognition there has been a growing

concern by the public about any individuals or groups that influence the programs

and policies of the schools. There is probably no single group that has more to

say about the direction that public education takes than professional educators--

especially those having the doctoral degree in education. These are the individuals

who operate the teacher- training programs, who perform the researon in the areas of

teaching and learning, wbo administer education programs at all levels, and who

counsel today's youth. The success of the nation's educational system is in MD

small measure in the hands of these professionals holding the doctoral degree.

This group of education leaders has not been the object or extensive research.

let, any group playing such a crucial role should be subject to very close scrutiny.

Meets shou.14 be sought to attract to the field only the most capable individuals,

and the utmost care should be taken to see that their educational programs are of a

kind wherein they may adequately prepare themselves for their responsibilities.

As far as this writer knows, only one investigation has been undertaken of

doctoral programs and degree recipients on a large scale in the field of education.

Early in 1958, the Committee on Studies of the American Association of Colleges

for Teacher Education approved a study of the doctorate in education. The proposal,

conceived by the late B. L. Dodds, then Dean of the College of Education, University

of Illinois, called for an analysis of conditions affecting the pursuit of the

degree. Inplamentation of the study was undertaken by the Subcommittee on Faculty

Personnel and took the fora of a questionnaire study of (1) the institutions

conferring the doctorates, and (2) all individuals receiving the doctorate between

September 1956 and September 1958 (Brown and Slater, 1960)
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Results of the initial investigation were reported out in a two-volume series

published by the AACTE and entitled the Doctorate in Education; Volume I being

devoted to an analysis of the graduates, and Volume II to the institutions (Moore,

Russell, and Ferguson, 1960) A third volume resulted from a two-day conference,

sponsored by the Carnegie Foundation, during which representatives of the

participating institutions discussed the results and implications of the studies
(lauch, 1960) In 1963, a five-year follow-up of the graduates was conducted

seeking data relative to thei abilities, professional aspirations, and Job

satisfactions (Ludlow, Sanderson, and Pugh, 1964).

The motivation for the 1958 study of the doctorate in education stemmed from

a growing concern for an adequate supply of teachers and professional workers at

this level. It was believed that a careful study af the factors and conditions

surrounding the pursuit of the doctoral degree would bring to light some of the

more critical features of the process and permit the formulation of plans aimed

toward their control.

The timeliness and relevance of the 1958 study are suggested by the fact that

the publications resulting from the study were greeted with an extensive circu-

lation, and the ensuing conference sessions were marked by excellent attendance

and an apparent high degree of interest.

The original concerns of the AACTE were proper and timely in the past decade.

A similar concern about the quality and the adequacy of the supply of doctoral

graduates is justified at this time. Each year of this past decade is expected to

bring a new high in total enrollments in the institutions of higher education in

the United States. The quality of American education at every level is being

increasingly scrutinized by American society: The education profession should

itself partici4ate in this scrutiny.

40'1"
e,
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It is hoped that this study has produced data upon which evaluative statements

can be made both by the present writer and educational leaders in more focal

positions with respect to doctoral programs in education.

II . OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this studyares to inquire into that group of individuals

receiving the doctorate in the field of profession4 education in the United

States during the year 1963-19E4 and to make comparisons between this group and

one some six years earlier.

Specifically, the study investigates doctoral recipients with respect to

(a) their personal and sociological characteristics, (b) their motives in entering

the doctoral program, (c) their perceptions and evaluations of their experiences

during the program, and (d) their present profess -anal aspirations. Within each

or these four categories, additional questions of interest may be posed, namely:

(a) Personal and sociological characteristics.

(1) mat are their family backgrounds?

(2) What are their education and vocational backgrounds?

(3) it are their ages at the completion of the degree program?

(4) that are their cammunitytackgrounde

(b) Motives for entering tbm doctoral program in education.

(1) When did they choose the doctorate as an educational and/or

professional. objective?

(2) When did they decide to begin this program?

(3) that were the special and immediate factors which influenced

their decision to enter the program?

(4) %at ire the long-range factors in this decision?

(5) itho were the most influential individuals in this decision?
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(0)Perceptions of their experiences of their doctoral program.

(1) What are their general evaluations of their doctoral program?

(2) What ,are their attitudes toward specific, common aspects of the

doctoral program? (e.gplanguage requirements, dissertation,

qualifying examinations, orals, research tools, etc.)

(3) What are their perceptions as to the general quality of students

in the program?

(4) What was the length of their doctoral program?

(5) What important financial problems occurred during their program?

(6) 'hat is their perception of their relations with doctoral students

and faculty in other fields?

(7) How has their doctoral program inf: aimed their personal attitudes

toward their profession?

(8) What were the major hindrances to the completion of their program?

(d) Present professional aspirations.

(1) Ratan their present positions?

(2) What are their present professional goals?

(3) What are the present sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction in

their present employment?

(4) What is their evaluation of the extent to which their doctoral

program has contributed to the achievement of their present

professional goals?

A. second objective of the study was to compare the responses of this group of

respondents with those of the earlier sample. Thus, direct comparison will be

made of the data on the present sample with those data of the 1956-1958 sample.

Thisnooissitatedretaining certain features of the earlier instrument; although
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extensive revision to include new dimensions was undertaken. As indicated in the

problem statement, it is reasonable to assume a number of significant differences

between the present sample and the earlier one.

A final objective was to compare the responses of certain subgroups within

the sample. Changes are occurring in progranstrecruiting practices, and kinds of

students attracted to the program. The profession should become aware of these

changes. For example, it is reasonable to expect systematic differences in the

kinds of people that elect different major fields, that select different

institutions and that entertain different professional goals. It would be expected

that the Ph.DIs and Ma's in the same institutions would perceive their experiemes

differently. It would also be expected that those from rural backgrounds, as

opposed to those from metropolitan areas, might bAve different kinds of professtonal

objectives and select different kinds of institutions. It is reasonable to expect

that the older candidates would tend to differ from the younger in their perceptio ns

of the relationship of the degree to their professional goals. It is also to be

expected that those institutions which produce many graduates, as opposed to those

which produce few, would attract different kinds of students, would have different

effects on student perceptions of the program, and would produce students with

quite different professional aspirations. Hence, six grouping arrangements were

selected, herein called independent variables, for purpose of subgroup comparisons.

These variables were selected on the basis of findings of the earlier study and

consist of (1) age, (2) degree, (3) program lengths (4) major field, (5) community

background, and (6) size of program.

III -.MATED LITERATURE

Related research to this particular inquiry is indeed sparse and incomplete.

However, it would appear that there are three kinds of related studies.
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First of all, there are certain unpublished dissertations by graduates Wetly

doctoral) of schools of education of specific institutions. Examples of this area

Lloyd Lee Garrison (1951) acermlatad A Panew.= Study. of Avteral Graduates in

Education at the University of Missouri. Raymond 3. lookers (1958) completed An

Evaluation of the Doctoral Program in Education at the Unthrsity in Terms of

Fulfillment of the Expectations of the Recipients and of the ftectations of the

University. &meld Ni. Sharps (1949) completed a Follow-up Study of Former Graduate

Students of the College of Education at the University of Illinois. Gerald B. Mt/.

(1962) completed An Appraisal of the Program Leading to the Doctorate of Education

at Indiana University, based on a Follow-up Study of its Graduates. Dolftleee

each of these was of exceptional value to the particular institution which was

involved in the study. However, it is quite apparent that these and similar

studies, though quite important and relevant to particular institutions, lack

generality and comprehensiveness that is hoped forinanational study involving

all institutions.

A second type of related research is that which makes a study of graduate

education .generally, but tends to treat the doctorate in education as a subgroup

of the total sample of doctorates. Oliver C. Carmichael's (3) volume on Graduate

Education is an example of this type of literature. Bernard Berelson's (2) volume

on Graduate Education in the United States is another example. Heroism's volume

is of special interest because of the many individuals contacted in the study,

particularly the partial sample of 2957 recipients of the doctorate in the United

States. Dr. Lindsay R. Harmon (3), utilising existing files of all doctoral

graduates in the United atelei from 1936 to the

the Office of Scientific Personnel of the National Academy of ScienceNational

Research Council, has made special studies of the High School Backgrounds of Sdeace
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Doctorates with comparative data on those 3receivin Os doctorate in the field of

education. Again, these volumes and others of like nature, are only of limited

value to this inquiry in that the tosatment given to the doctorate in education

is only incidental to other 0000021111.

A third type of study is that which seeks to investigate those who receive

tho. doctorate of education throughout the United States. Only one such study seems

to have been done. This 'is the 1958 stmff conducted under the auspices of the

ALMS and mentioned in the previous section.

As in the case of many such studies, however, more questions were raised than

answered by the findings, especially questions about the graduates themselves. The

following represent signifieant findings of the study of the doctorate in education

along with questions raised by the findings.

(4 The production of the Ed.D.s was abort. double that of the Ph.D.s. It
has long been a sameydaat common assumption that the Ed.D. is the

practitioner's degree. men we hick at the data, we find that whereas

two-thirds of the total group took the practitionerta degt s* only about

40 percent seemed to be employed as practitioners. Seemingly the

distinction between the two degrees has beams obscured: lilat are the

implications of this? Are the two degrees no longer serving their

original functions?

(b) Notwithstanding the fast that women dominate men numerically in the two

lower levels of Jakerican education, the ratio of men to wean receiving

doctoral degrees in the field of education is sharply reversed, with can

receiving four times as maw degrees as Wen. Do women represent an

unexpl4ited source of doctoral candidates? The question is even more

relevant when the fact Is reongpised that women tend to outrank men
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accademically among undergraduate education majors,

(0) The sample can be characterized sociologically as strongly mobile in an

upward direction. Almost all have received more education than their

fathers. Interestingly, both the large urban area and the small villages

and rural areas tended to be more productive than cities midtowns of an

intermediate size. It is well known from other sources that there is at

present a strong tendency for population to' move from the sma31 villages

and rural areas to more urban locations. In what way will this

pronounced trend influence the production of doctorateein education?

(d) The median age of graduates was between 38 and 39 years. In spite of the

fact that one would, expect graduates receiving the doctorate in education

to be somewhat older than in certain o her fields, the median age seams

unduly high, This is a subject of sm. concern among educators. There

seem to be cammnn agreement that schools should seek younger recruits

who would have longer professional careers. Have these schools been

successfdl in recruiting:younger people for their doctoral programs

during the past six years?

(e) A related finding indicated that the individuals in the sample considered

entering the doctoral program rather late in their vocationaleducational

career, moat often during the master's program. Itseems quite clear

from this that much greater efforts are needed in early indentification

and counseling of potential doctoral candidates.

(f) Professional colleagues and former professors, especially the latter, were

the most influential forces in the decision to enter the doctoral program.

It would appear however, that a multiplicity of motives is involved in

the dedision to seek the doctorate. Further research is neededtoexplioate
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more fully the motives for entering the doctoral program.

(g) The "GI Bill" was the most canon single financial resource used by the

graduates, more than 40 percent of the respondents including it in

their list of resources. With the assumption that this is no longer

true, the question is raised as to how present doctoral students are

financing their programs.

(h) Fewer thancme-half were employed as teachers in their last position

prior to receipt of the degree. For maw, thers was ti definite movement

from teaching to nonteaching positions throughout their vocational

career. Seemingly a process such as this is not uncommon. Good class-

room teaching is rewarded by a nonteaching position, often public school

administration, supervision, or guidancE work. Outstanding performance

in these positions leach to recruitment into doctoral programs. Success

in the docto:nl.program results frequently in appointment to college

teaching and research positions.

(i) The two most significant factors in the choice of a doctoral institution

were: (1) reputation of individual staff members, and (2) proximity

of the veiversity. Are these adequate reasons for making such important

choices?

(j) The data show that 35.4 percent of the respondents found it necessary

to discontinue temporarily the program at some point. An additional

30.5 percent seriously considered that step. The causes most often

cited were wotk pressures and Muncie problems, two closely related

features. While it is not surprising that students have serious work

and financial problem, the magnitude (with twothirds in the sample

seriously affected) of the problem is important. The factors contributing

to the problem are deserving of the most careful analysis.

1
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(k) The median length of the total program was five years' but the modal

length was 99 or more months. The stud indicated that numerous

institutional and personal eeriables operated to extend the length of

the doctoral. program. What are the reasons for such unduly extended

doctoral programs? What can and should be done to enables and encourage

effeotiva doctoral programs to be concluded in shorter periods of time?

(1) Approximately one-half of the graduates were teaching during the

academic year of 1958 - 1959. The remainder were largely engaged in

administrations personnel work or instructional service. One-fowth

of the graduates were not involved in teacher education. Does this

represent opting= distribttion of graduates according to professional

needs?

Several questions follow these observations. Will there be, as the decade

oontinuess an adequate umber of teachers and admimistrators to effectively serve

the needs of higher education? Who are the individuals who will be receiving the

doctorate in education? What kinds of motives led than to enter the program?

How do they feel about the quality and general effectiveness of their doctoral

programs? Are the doctoral graduates of the recent past more satisfied with the

institutions granting their degrees than those in the study of 1958. What is the

distribution of the graduates according to professional needs? What are the lane-

range professional aspirations of those who have so recently 1 n awarded the

doctorate in education? The absence of available and accurate simile's to these

and related questions tends to underline the need for continuing longitudinal

studies in the same general areas of consideration dealt with in the descriptive

survey of ACCT8 in 1958.

Moores Russel, and Ferguson (1960) were assigned the task of collecting the
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data and writing the report for the institutional phase of hazgadjcaritg

3_

This special respoisibility had been assigned by the AACTE to the School of

Fducation, University of Denver, of which all of tit authors were staff ambers.

In addition to the general. data made available by doctoral graduates an extensive

Administrator's questionnaire was sent to 81. administrators and a supplementary

questionnaire to.289 administrators. An 89 percent response was received to the

Administrator's questiormaire and a 99 percent response to the supplementary

questionnaire.

Because of the diversity of institutional settings in which doctoral programs

in education have been organized, it proved difficult to formulate highly specific

conclusions on the strength of data involved in t ais study. The very nature of

American graduate education has made it impractical, if not impossible, to be

highly specifi^ in deriving standardization or uniformity. The investigators felt

that progress in doctoral education has been made, avd will continue to be made,

on the strength of diversity and institutional individualism as much as through

efforts to derive uniform patterns. However certain conclusions are suggested

by the authors to the following questions:

1. Atiagaaz Ph.1)1,..._.g:arAiddridadjggcsjgragiallAtW.nro as_or

gataxuaggi In some institutions the degrees were identical for all practical

purposes and by the admission of the respondents. Other institutions have made

great effort to distinguish between the two degrees on the premise that they

should serve different functions. Still others have continued to use one degree

or the other to satisfy all needs in their doctoral programs in education.

Efforts on the pert of some institutions to maintain basic differences between

the two degrees while other universities perceive them as practically identical,

I
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or while some institutions otter one degree to the exclusion of the other, will

continue to create a measure aconfusion in the profession.

The effort to differentiate requirements for the two degrees on the basis that

the Ph.D. degree serves research and scholarly purposes and the M.D. degree

serves practitioner or professional purposes may never gain wide acceptance.

Perhaps this matter will be resolved by an emergence of new thinking which makes

use of less confusing terms than 'research- scholar" and "practitioner - professional".

It is possible that the profession will come to recognize that both degrees have

emerged as generic terms to cover ever-widening spheres, the Ed.D. degree applying

to areas almost as remote from the field of education as the Ph.D. degree has come

to apply to areas quite removed from philosophy.

For the time being, .t. seems wise to conclut a that either degree will best

be understood through its institutional association, rather than from any over-all

aim or national statement cf divergent functions.

2. Should programs be highlystructur2dandlasp2latize or completely

gigmalit From analyses in this std, higher production seemed to relate to

institutions and programs with at least an optimum degree of flexibility. Probably

few truly qualified and worthy doctoral aspirants would be drawn to any program

with a reputation for over-permissiveness; however, the opposite extreme has no

great enticement either. A program characterized by over - prescription, extreme

structuring, and above all, rigidity almost for the sake of rigidity may not only

squelch production but may hamper severely educational progress and the dynamism

which should characterize doctoral education.

3. +.4 ; : 11$ II III, 4u. Akfiti.47. r c el it= - lot 1,14.

grgaidalibLIVILIALablatiaLlualcumarapagtejjaatigat Whether the absence of

such course work is considered desirable or not,imany institutions in this study
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reported that no set requirement was obtained in this regard. Programming that

entails en guarantee of some form of interdepartmental experienew for doctoral

candidates in education may be producing graduates who are narrowly specialized,

overkerprotessionalized, and academically isolatedina profession characterized

by a high degree of interpersonal and interdisciplinary relationships.

4. ...st.............hlicurricularelementsrajait be expected to Margot,_

The foreign language requirement has been one of the existing curricular elements

of doctoral study about which a few institutions have revised their thinking.

Instead of holding irrevocably to the foreign language requirements: even for the

Ph.D. degree, these institutions have either eliminated it in deference to what

they call more functional tool requirements or have placeiforeign language on an

equal basis with other electives to be taken as ! Jaded by the individual candidates.

The same type of Change in attitude has occurred in relation to the formal

dissertation requirement in some universities. Where this requirement was

inflexible, consumed an ill-proportioned amount of time, and accounted for a major

block of credit hours, changes in some programs have taken place. The trend seems

to be toward flexibility in this requirement with the hope of making the experience

more beneficial to the candidate.

It appears that current emphasis on interdepartmental approaches to graduate

education, intensified efforts to make core requirements more functional, and

attempta to make way for more practioum and field experiences all induce a search-

imgre4evaluation of traditional curricular elements, which have been relatively

standard for overahalf century.

4. Should doctoral programs in education be under the control of the graduate

college or the college of education? The data does not make possible a direct

answer. However a careful assessment of several factors led to the conclusion
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that control by the college of education is generallypreterable.

6.

Adakitancral students? Research is not available to justify any sweeping

national change in this regard. However, the practice of admitting a great many

persons for wham the doctorate will mean, because of their advanced age, little or

nothing vocationally is a dubious one in light of restricted resources available

to doctoral candidates in education. It might be well for all institutions to

consider ways of concentrating on the younger men and 11011011 whose careers in the

profession are essentially ahead of them.

7. Is there a need for more institutions to think in terms of selective

recruitment? The consensus of thinking of the authors was very strongly in the

affirmative. The lack of recruitment awareness 1 saves the admission process

largely to chance amd almost devoid of preadmission selection. Closely aligned

with the question of recruinent is the question of program expansion. The study

did not reveal the reason or reasons why some institutions with a seemingly adequate

capacity for sizable production, and with programs of long standing, were among the

group of low-producing institutions.

111_4:.21141,311

a. t t. t
410 Institutional

control-factors that seem toirelate to the expeditious movement of candidates

through their programs include: (a) the adequacy of initial counseling with

emphasis on the clarification of goal determination at the outset; (b) the early

elevation of dootoral students to at least a preliminary candidacy so that theaci......=

realize they' are moving seriously toward their goal; (c) the availability of various

forms of financial assistance; (d) adequate guidance during the selection of a
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at hand, institutions could adhieve greater efficiency in guiding new candidates

into the =Roof Critical shortage anddissuading them from overpopulating the

the popular fields.

A study to determine the effect of institutional size on student-faculty

relations. While no one directly suggested that the size of an institution

necessarily interfered with student,faculty relatiorgothere was a haunting fear

that it is possible.for a university to get so large as to become unwialdyin

its more intimate contacts.

5. A. follow-up study of the present report. It was agreed that it should be

repeated periodically, perhaps once every five to ten years. Further comparable

studies would provide information about the trends in doctoral study, in addition

to giving evidence of the extent to which present attempts to improve programs

were bearing fruit.

One of the special concerns of the conference was the hope that new doctoral

programs now being gamed would focus an, quality and not succumb to any temptation

to develop "crash progrwne. To that end, suggestions were offered as guides to the

develtopment of quality programs:

10. The establishment of criteria for the inauguration of new programs.

Although those present held a dim view of standards as such, it was recognized that

some "guidelines" wamld need to be created to give new institutions some idea of

What constituted high quality. It was further suggested that those considering

new programs give serious attention to the need for launching new programs only

after a painstaking study of the cometeneies of their present staff in those areas

in which critical need had been established.

2. The calling of regional conferences to plan new programs. Concern was

oonstantl3r voiced over the poseibility of too many institutions rushing headlong
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into new programs without consideration of the need, with consequent duplication

of effort and unwarranted competition.

Ludlow, Sande:man andPugh collaborated in a further investigation of persons

receiving the Doctorate in the Field of Education in the United States for the

year 1958. The inquiry sogght to gather data concerning their abilities, pro-

fessional motivations, and job satisfactions. Among the findings of the investiga-

tion wares

1. The /mores of the r1a.D4s were apparently higher than those of the Ed.D.s

on the three criterion scores (i.e., intelligence teat scores, normalised reek in

high school graduating °loess and high school mathematics-saience WA).

2. Through the question ire technique it was found that the majority, 95

percent, of the 1958 doctorates in education were directly involved with the

profession of education in L90. On] five perceat werein other classifications

of employment such as business, industry, government) and private practice.

3. Currently 64 permit of the respondantswere engaged in college teaching.

4. Eighty percent oftle respondents set forth as their ultimate professional

objectives acme kind of college or university work. Specifically, 48 percent of

the respondents aspire to college teaching.

5. After five years of postdoctoral employment promotions on the job have

been received by 38 percent of the respondents.

6. Sixty-four percent of the respondents have made et. least one geographical

move sines 1958. It was found that 23 percent had made more than one position

relocation.

77 A favorable attitude its eaong the majority of doctorates in respect to

three types of professional eatisfaotion, namely, economics, position, and

advancement.
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8. Concerning the allocation of faculty load, it was found that some form

of administraticni is the most frequently practiced professional duty. This

activity is followed in order by teaching, counseling, and research.

9. There had been a marked increase in annual salaries during the five-year

period studied. Sixtore-four percent of the respondents in 1963 were making $10,000

or more on a calendar year basis. Ten percentwere making more than $15,0000 In

1958 the corresponding percentages were nine and one.

Among the conclusions reached in this investigation were:

1. Present concern over superiority of one degree or the other is not fully

warranted. On the three criteria of aility, Ed.D.s and Ph.D.s differ signi-

ficantly on only one, mathemat4ce-science (WA. There are no significant differences

in respect to the factors of intelligence and ran . in high school class.

2. Feelings concerning the imagined superior.* of the doctoral incumbents

in certain types of position within the profession of education are indeed

questionable. On the three measures of ability and achievement, position holders

did not differ on any of the three criteria.

1 3. Present speculation as to the superiority of doctoral recipients in

certain major subject areas is not entirely supported*

4. Certain classes and types of colleges and universities do not attract

titme graduates with greater ability and achievement.

5* There is ample evidence to support the statement that doctorates of

education are staying within the profession. Other areas outside education are

not attracting doctoral holders to any significant extent.

6. To be emoloyed in a college or university is the goal of the majority of

education 'octorates.
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7. The group is quite motile. Frequent position relocation is a means

utilized in the attainnent of certain goals or objectives.

8. Advanced graduate education students appear to enjoy considerably higher

earning power than most college officials have thought.

9. The doctorate has been very influential in respect to the enhancement of

status role. It has influenced peers, colleagues, and superiors in a way perceived

as favorable by the degree recipients.

The reasons for spelling out in such detail the results of the feur-volume

series are that the findings of these studies in a large measure guided the present

study in the peeticular direction taken, the findings will represent a point of

departure in the disuossion of the results of the present studyf and the studies

represent the only closely related literature.

It is clear, however, free the kinds of studies which have been done that

mazy more questions have been raised than have been answered. But to suggest

that the present study attempts to supply smelters to the unanswered questions of

the previous study would ignore the dynamic Character of the profession. It is

entirely possible that the questions raised by the earlier study are rot as

relevant today as they were six years ago. Hence, to identify more currently

viable questions is considered to be both a desirable and defensible outcome of

this study. Quite obviously, however, more substantial kinds of outcomes are

sought as well.
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IV - PROCEDURES

The population to be investigated was defined as all of those.iudividuals

10.Am4v4vii, A rtenem1 A.gree cph.n. .. VA m 41.4 glAtuw.44.4,ft u.t,een e.p.it..1.1.r 10
4"11,11 .11.411b IIRMAWW,171WeimaIA w

1963 and August 31, 1964. Research method consisted of a survey procedure

employing a questionnaire with semi-structured responses alternatives designed

in part to faciliate IBM codings.

In order to assure the possibility of actually: surveying the sample as

defined it was necessary to identify all institutions awarding doctoral degrees in

education to gain, their cooperation in supplying names and addresses of degree

recipients during the time period specified. To accomplish this the cooperation

of American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education was solicited. This

office was able to identify 120 members and non-member institutions that had

awarded doctoral degrees in the past or bad indicated plans to do so. Member

institutions of the AACTE were contacted by letter dated September 15, 1964

and addressed to tie Chief Institutional Representative. Von-member institutions

were contacted by letter to either the Dean of the school or department of educ-

ation, or the graduate Dean. lists of names and addresses of graduates were

requested. Follow -ups were made by phone until responses were obtained from all

institutions.

The lists of names and addresses of graduates were forwarded to the investi-

gator and the questionnaires were sent out on November 20, 1964. The initial

package included the questionnaires together with a stamped return envelope and

a cover letter on ALCTE letterhead. A follow-up letter was sent to all of those

not yet responding on November 28, 1964. A second follow-up complete with a new

questionnaire was mailed on December 11, 1964, and a final letter was sent out

fTnuary 90 1965.
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Coding of the questionnaires involved two stages, completion of the key

and the actual coding. The key could not be entirely completed prior to the

Am*. !A 101441.4 Ad.4.--wwwwe ei.sAmv, vww wa muw AMMAnnalAMWILAV VOliiMbAILOIZO, clew 'maim ammtsmi

of program obviously could not be predicted in advance. Secondly, the questionp.

nail* itself was constructed in part to encourage free responses to many of the

items, and equally obviously, these could not be predicted in advance.

The Procedure.

The questionnaire was designed to minimise the amount of coding required

prior to card pundhing. There were, however, three aspects of the instrument

which required the fUll attention of the coders. The independent variables,

previously mentioned, constituted the first of those.

The second had to do with the large number of items which encouraged the

respondent to "write in" his own responses following a series of predetermined

categories, if such was necessary to describe his peculiar circumstances. These

"other-specify" responses for each item were listed from a group of 300

questionnaires. If the tbtil number of responses exceeded 5 percent, a

classification system was designed into which the responses could be grouped.

Sufficient categories were added to reduce the residual below 5 percent.

The third dimension of the questionnaire requiring attention of the coder

were the open-ended items (e.g., father's occupation, undergraduate major, present

position, eto.). For these items a coding system was designed prior to the coding

fully dearibed for the coder.
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1. Major versus Minor Producing Institutions - Operationally this variable

was defined by distributing all institutions in the order of the number

of oraaniatgut nnwEr4lintati fn life anwiftles4 Thet twilairsebira+. tmnA4Arral ^IP 0,ug.WAY

distribution was then located. Those institutions above the sedan were

considered major producers, and. asiagroup contributed 90 percent of the

sample. Those below the median were designated minor producers and also

contributed 50 percent of the sample. Of all 108 institutions, then, 21

were considered major producers and 87 were considered minor producers.

(See Appendix for identification of institutions.)

2. Major Field - In the actual coding fine distinctions were made in major

field. For example, guidance, counseling, and guidance and counseling

were separately coded into three °step:Les. Major fields, as an

independent variable, were more grossly defined. All three of the above

examples were re-grouped into a single category. In the fine grouping

procedure, 86 categories of major field were used to account for all

fields. Under the gross groupings arrangaset 15 categories accounted

for 85.7 percent of the respondents. (See .Appendix B for classification

system)

3. Length of Program - Longer versus Shorter Length Programs. It was

deemed desirable from the standpoint of facilitating data tabulation

to pre-define all independent variables. For this variable, 300

questionnaires were selected in no order prior to coding, and a

distribution of program lengths yas: constructed. The distribution was

divided into quintiles. The top two quintile graupe were designated

as longer programs and the bottom two quintiles as shorter programs,

emitting the middle 20 percent. The rationale for this procedure, and
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the hope, was that the 300 questionnaires represented a sufficiently

ramdan sample of the total that the distribution would not be seriously

affected by inclusion of the remaining questionnaires.

44. Age or Graduate - Older versus Younger Graduates. The procedure for

operatimnalizing this variable was exactly the same as for Length of 4

Prep= except that age was substituted as the distributional variable.

5. Community Origins - Rural Village versus Small Town versus Small City

versus Large City. These categories were selected by the respondents.

6. Degree Di.D. versus Ph.E4 Categorization according to this variable

was accomplished. by the respondents in response to an item requesting

this information.

V - ANALYSIS AND BESLLTS

For the analysis of data each item in the questionnaire was considered a

variable. The data were run with each questionnaire variable against every

independent ,variable. CU-squares were then computed for each distribution. In

all there were 261. questionnaire variables over 6 dependent variables resulting

in a total of 264 X 6 distributions. This procedure resulted in a large number

of unseanimea dbl.-squares, but it was found to be easier to compute thee than

to amend the program to omit them. Host further analyses were performed on a

desk calculator.

In reporting and interpreting the results the procedure will be to report

the results for a given item for the entire group. Then, if the results as

dietributed across the six independent variablesweremeaningtl, these also are

reported. The reader should assume that if no results were reported for a given

itan with respect to a given independent variable, that the results were not
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meenliitul. In addition, much of the data from this sample is comparable to

similar data fro!" tho 1956-1958 sample. Where ever interesting changes occur,

they are noted.

The structure etas section of the report is according to the previously

described objectives of the study. That is, the study was intended to gathai--data

relevant to 1)personelreocial characteristics of the sample, 2) the motives for

entering doctoral study, 3) the program perceptions and evaluations, and 4) their

present professional aspirations. Each of these will constitute a section of

this chapter.

Characteri.,stics of the le.

In the 1956 to 1958 study', production figures indicated that approximately

32iO persons received doctoral degrees in educat5)n. This would.suggest around

1600 graduates per year. The total production fc. the single year from Septamberl,

1963 to August 31, 1964 was 2487, an increase of approximately 50 percent. In

addition the number of institutions granting degrees increased from 92 to 108.

The response to the questionnaire can only be described as excellent. The

questionnaire was lengthy and time consuming, but apparently there was a readiness

on the part of these recent graduates to give their reactions to their experiences

in the doctoral program. The returns are presented in Table 1, and, as maybe

seen, the total return is 834 percent. The returns can be considered even more

complete by discounting those individuals who mad not be contacted because of

inadequate address. The return can then be described as 87.0 percent of those

contacted.

While in general the response was excellent, when considered institution by

institution, there was significant variation in the return. Table 2 shows the

returns by institution listed in orderceistpcatsof production.
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TABLE I SIMPLE AND RESPONSE

Individuals with no addresses 34
Questionnaires sent out 2474
Questionnaires returned undelivered 99
Refused to participate 16
Total useable returns 2067

Total Sample 2488

Percent of
0..emaqsalswum& wmmyamf

.5

99.5
4.0

.6
83.1

With respect to the figures in Table 2, two qualifications should be noted.

First, it is entirely possible that institutions granting doctoral degrees in

education could have been overlooked in spite of the careful survey conducted

through the AACTE. It is extremely unlikely, however, that this would effect

sample size appreciably. Secondly, it is likely that some of the institutional

lists of graduates are not completely accurate. In the 1956 - 1958 survey of

doctoral recipients by the ACME, institudons were requested to submit,

independently, lists of graduates and number of graduates, as a part of two

phases of the total study. Comparison of the production tables resulting from

each indicates that it is rare indeed when the figures agree, and an occasional

radical discrepancy occurs? Therefore, these figures in Table 2 should be

considered not as absolutespbut as estimates derived tbraggh procedures which

urged as much care as possible on the part of the institutions reporting their

graduates.

Of the twenty -one institutions designated as major producers only one fell

13es Table 1, Pages 5- 7 and Table 9, Pages 14 - 16 in Brown & Slater (1960)
and Moore, Russel, and Ferguson ( 2960) f respectively.
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ither had no progress at the tim
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It is m
ew

led,
how

ever, that these are new
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below 70 percent (Indiana University 694 percent) and thirteen exceeded the

overall mean response. Of the eighty institutions producing six or more graduates,

only six fell below a response rate of 70 percent, and two of these institutions

produced exactly six graduates, four of wham responded in each case. Righteen of

the eighty responded at a rate between 70 and 80 percent, thirty-five had a

response rate between 80 and 90 percent, and twenty-one exceeded a 90 percent

response.

As indicated earlier the total number of doctorates in education increased

by 50 percent. A brief inquiry into the sources of these increases would seem

to be in order. Several factors are involved. First, there are twenty-one

institutions in this sample that did not produce doctorates six years ago. (See

Table 2) . In addition, there are five institutions which granted doctorates in

the earlier study but either no longer do so, or granted none in 1963 - 1964.

The new institutions produced in all 99 graduates. Those no longer producing,

assuming the same production rate, would have granted 24 degrees. The net increase

due to new programs was approximately 75, less than 10 percent of the total

increase. By considering the 87 institutions producing doctorates during both

studies, it is possible to predict from the earlier study the expected number of

degrees granted by each institution during 1963 - 1964 This procedure required

reducing the present sample sire by 99 and the earlier sample by 24, and assures

that all institutions participated equally in the increase. By noting discrepancies,

then, it would be possible to discover which instituions have contributed most to

the increase.

Arbitrarily defining a significant discrepancy as actual production outside

plus or minus 20 percent of predicted production, overproducing and underproducing

institutions can be identified. (See Column 8, Table 2). In all, sixteen



institutions seem to be underproducers, five of which are for producers, and

all of which have sizeable programs. It should be noted that these sixteen

institutions did not grant feker degrees in general than five years earlier.

Rather, their increase was Amply not as great as the men increase of the total

group of institutions. On the other hand forty-five irstitutiove are designated

as creerproducers by this definition, that is to say* these institutions increased

their production at a rate in excess of the mean rate of the groups as a whole.

These results do not lend themselves to easy interpretations but a nukber of

interesting facts are notable. For example, eleven of the sixteen underproducers

are private institutions, and "prestige" institutions seem well represented in

all three production categories. Considering the faCt that twelve underproducers

appear among the top thirty producers in the 1956'1958 study, while only eight of

the overproducers among these thirty, It would seem that much of the total in-

creased production came from institutions whose production was at an intermediate

level in the earlier study. The very high producing institutions tended to level

off and the very low producing institutions tended to produce in accordance with

the group as a whole. The numerous exceptions to this generalization can be noted

in Table 2.

The distribution of the two degrees, &I'D. and Ph.D. for this sample is

noted in Table 3, end it is rmarkeble only in its close agreement with the

earlier study, wherein the Ed. D. and Ph.D.!s were distributed 66.0 percent and

3400 1,Nercent,, reepectiwel,v. A question of continuing interest in the field of

education relates to the respective roles of these two degrees, and data will be

presented which has bearing on the question later in the report. While it is

not possible to infer from the data what the distinction between the degrees

should be, it is possible to establish a distinction (e.g., researcher vs practi-

tioner) and check the data to see if this distinction is maintained.
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OF ED.D. AND PH. D. DEGREES

Number Percent

1 2

Ed.D. 1345
Ph.D. 706
No response 16

Total 2067

3

65.1

34.1
0.8

100.0

.....w.mr-wwww.11,0111117111

ibjor'fields of the respondents, as in the earlier study, were remarkable

in their number and variety. More than eighty categories were required to code

the variety of specialties name& (See Appendix B, Table 1, for complete listing).

Part of this variety is associated with the institutions awarding the degrees,

and part is associated with the individuals receiving the degrees. Some individuals

in labeling their major describe themselves, and this may or may not agree with

the institutional name for the department or division within which the major is

undertaken. Also, it is quite likely that the institutional label for a division

or department may not do justice to the variety of kinds of persons that emerge

from their programs. In any case it is difficult to attach an evaluative judgment

to this huge number of specialties within the field of professional education. It

is easy to conclude that such divergence. as subdivisions within the single field

of educationtis nonsensical and should be reduced. However, it is possible that

the number of categories that are infect different may be many fewer than is

suggested here. Similar programs in different institutions are given different

labels, and some individuals report either institutional labels or self-description:4

both of these occurrences would tend to inflate the apparent program varieties.

On the other hand, one can argue that a doctoral program is a highly personal

individualized experience, the aim of which is to provide very broad limits within
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which the individual can pursue® his personal goals. Hence, tremendous variation

in the labels of major fields would be both expected and desired..

TWA eaft aaffort :wit teae yea vw4 4 ticr +es a po4 ref. where IntlJOY. Maid eatildisr

reeaonably be used as an independent variable, a number of specific categories

were classified under broader headings (See Table 4) . By this procedure, it

was possible to reduce the number of majors to fifteen and still account for 879

percent of the respondents. Unfortunately, the broad categories sometimes subsume

acme specific majors which do not clearly fit. One clear misfit is school

psychology which would, perhaps, fit more neatly under psychology than special

education. This decision was made to retain comparability with the earlier study.

In the last column of Table 4 are predicted totals for each large category.

This set of figures was derived from the earlier study by reducing the totals in

each category by the ratio 2067 to 2542, the Nis of the respective samples. These

figures can then be considered "predicted production". Clearly, administration

majors dominate the sample, their numbers being nearly triple those of the second

most common major, guidance. At the same time, the proportion of the total

sample represented by admin.i.stration majors is virtually unchanged in the five

years since the earlier study. The same may be said of educational psychology,

elementary education, student personnel, social foundations, higher education,

and practical arts. Little change is noted in curriculum, the subject areas,

and secondary education. Increases in proportions are evident in special educ-

ation., mathematics and science education, guidance, and psychology. Even a

superficial study of these results suggest clearly that the impact of certain

professional, governmental, and foundation program emphases and dollars is having
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its effect upon choiee.of major. The one marked decrease in representation is the

field of physical education, but it is quite likely that this outcome is simply

reflecting recent institutional reorganization patterns with departments of

health, physical education, and recreation becoming detached from schools of

education and established as separate schools or departments. A final notable

result is the reduction of the "all other" category from 18.7 percent to 9.7

percent since the last study. This may reflect a trend toward choosing the more

common majors and away from highly personalized specialization, or, perhaps the

field itself is moving toward greater agreement concerning its important sub-

fields.

A statistic of considerable concern which emerged from the earlier study was

the age of the sample. The median age of the group was between. 38 and 39. A

conference of graduate school deans which discussed the results of the 1956 -1958

study did conclude that, among new efforts which should be made in graduate

programs in education, attempts should be made to recruit younger persons into

doctoral study.(reach, 1960). The results of this study indicates some, but

not great, change in either the central tendency or the variance of the age

distribution (See Mle 5). In this study the mean age of the group at the

time of their response to the questionnaire was 38.89 years. with a standard

deviation of 6.96 years. Hence, it would appear that two-thirds of the sample

was between the approximate limits of 32 and 46 years of age. As could be expected,

however, the distribution is positively skewed to the extent that the median (3772)

is somewhat lower than the mean (38.0). This would indicate somewhat increased

representation among the younger group and a thinning out of the ranks of the

older, but not sufficiently to reduce the mean from that found in the earlier

sample. Evaluation of this outcome is up to the reader. However, it seems
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TABLE 4 CATEGORIES DUO MICH HAM ?WADS
ME CLASSIFIED FOR TABULATION

Major.Pield Categories Number Nlaml)e:t.

1. Special Education
Administration of Special Education 1
Reading 22
School Psychology 6
Special Education
Speech Pathology

Total

2. Administration
Elecenter7
General
Secondary

Total

46
4

69

17

10

502

3. Curriculum
_Curriculum asA.Supervision a

Curriculum and Teaching 29
lament: try 6
General 63

Total 106

4. Physical Education
Administration of Physical Education 0
Camping
General
Health Education 12

Safety Education 2

Total 48

5. Practical Arts
Agriculture Education 12
Business Education 26
He Econcoics 3
Industrial Arts 47
Nursing Education 9
Nutrition 0

Vocational Education 8

Total

505

94

87

105 104
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TABLE 4 - CATECCRIES EITO lallCH MAJOR FIELDS
FOR TABULATION

Major Field Categories Number
Predicted
Number

3

6.

7.

1

Social Foundations
History and Philosophy of Education 11

History of Education 6

Philosophy of Education 10

Social Foundations 22

Total 49

Subject Areas
Anthropology 0

Art Education 13

Dramatic Arts 4
English 18

Fine Arts 3

Foreign Language 1

Language Arts 3

Music Education 45

Social Studies 25

Speech 8

53.

Total 120 133

8. Mathematics or Science Education
Mathematics Education 27

Science Education 49

Total 76 63

9. Educational Psychology 120 121

10. Secondary Education 91 81

11. Elementary Education 103 106

12. Higher Education 54 58
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TABLE 4 - CATECORIES INTO WHICH MAJOR FIELDS
WERE CLASSIFIED FOR TABULATION

Major Field CciteenviAs . Number
PrOdietea

Nismhar

3

13. Guidance
General
Guidance and Counseling

14,

Total

137
47

184

Clinical Psychology
Counseling 23
Counseling; Psychology 28

General 61

Total

15. Student Personnel Administration

160 All other

Total of all categories

112

34

294

2067

141

80

36

366

2067

unfortunate in view of the crucial need for high quality doctoral level persons

in the field that the proportion of the sample over fifty (6.7 percent) exceeds

that under thirty (5.6 percent) years of age.

In using age as an independen:, variable, all persons thirty -five years and

under were considered in the "younger" group, and those thirty -nine and older

were considered in the older group. As indicated earlier, these categories were

established on the basis of a sample of 300 returns. It is clear that the sample

was not random on this variable. The quintile interval should include 816

individuals. However, the "younger" group included 757, the older includes

925. There is a slight discrepancy due to coding errors between the total in

Tabla 5 and later tables involving age as a variable.
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TABLE 5 - DISTRIBUTION BY AGE

1 2 3 4 5 6

Age Age
Interval Frequency Percent Interval F%aquency Percent

28-50 129 6.3

51-53 64 3.1
54 -56 45 2.2

57-59 18 0.9
60-62 8 0.4
63-65 3 0.1
66-68 0 0.0
69-71 1 0.0
No response 26

21-23 1 0.0
24-26 15 0.7
27-29 100 4.9
30-32 242 1108
33-35 400 19.0
36-38 355 17.4
39-41 279 13.7
42-44 245 12.0

45-47 356 6.7

1=38.89 mdn=37072 S=6.96

Lengths of prognm represented another source of concern from the earlier

study. At that time the median length of program was over five years, and the

distribution of program lengths included a group constituting one sixth of the

sample requiring 99 or more months to complete their program. This was felt to

be a program condidtion considerably more under institutional control than many

others, and which coUld be changed. The comparative results shown in Table 6

clearly indicate that a significant change has occurred. Calculating medians in

the same manner, the median program length for the present sample is 45.5 months,

for the earlier sample it is 64.7 months. This represents a reduction ofapproximdcaly

19 months with the category of 99 or more nearly halved. The sizeable number

of individuals not responding to this item wild well indicate a somewhat

inaccurate median, since it would not be safe to assume proportional distribution

of these responses over the categories. A more reasonable assumption would be

that among those not responding there are more longer than short programs, hence

the median underestimates the central tendency* It is reasonable, however, to
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TABLE 6 - DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE BY LENGTH OF PROGRAM

1 2
Length in Present sample
months number

-30
30-39
40-49
50-59
600.69
70-'79
80-89
90-99

-99
No response

Total

3

Percent

4
1956-58
number

5

Percent

369 17.8 360 14.2
379 18.3 320 12.6
313 15.1 269 10.6
.106 5.1 148 5.8
181 8.8 234 9.2
151 7.3 207 8.1
99 4.8 230 9.0
92 444 151 5.9

182 8.8 431 17.0
195 904 192 7.6

2067 99.8 2542 100.0

TABLE 7 - PROGRAM LENGTH AN INDIPENDENT VARIABLE

1
Length

Shorter (< -36 months)
Longer ( ) -5 5 months)
Middle VI (37-54 months)

Total

2
Number

754
810
317

3
Percent

4043
42.8
16.9

100.0

apaume a fairly accurate difference in medians between the two samples,

When length was separately coded as an independent variable the results were

shown in Table 7. These results, based on categories developed from a sample

of 300 questionnaires, show fairly close adherence to the goal of a distributzon

of 40 percent, 40 percents and 20 percent which was sought. Hence, when length

is used as an independent variable the comparisons will be between 754 individuals

with shorter programs and 203. individuals with longer programs.

The final independent variable of interest is that of community origins.

The results, in Table 8, indicate no clearly dominant type of community from which
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TABLE 8 - 03MMUNITY BACKGRUUNDS

Present Sample
Number

Rural 312
Village (under 2500) 260

Towns no suburb (2500-10,000) 271

Town, suburb (2500-10,000) 131

Small City, no suburb (10,000-100,000) 314
Small City, surburb (10,000-100,000) 177

Large City (over 100,000) 587

No Response 15
Total 2067

15.1
12.6
13.1
6.3

15.2
8.6

28.4
0.7

100.0

1956-5S
Number

356
382
366
92

446
121

759
20

254 2

Sample

15.0

3.6
17.5

4.8
29.9
0.8

100.0

doctoral recipients in education spring. As in the earlier study the modal

category is the large city, but with a group of nearly equal size comixtg from

the combined categories of rural areas and villages. A comparison of this

distribution of comity origins with census data on the =times a whole would

be interesting, but not undertaken,priniarily because of the choice of any

particular year's census data would be difficult in view of the variance in age

of the sample. A few of the statistics in the table seem worthy Of =meat:

The increase in percentages from suburbs between the two samples is probably

explainable in terms of population shifts and is not surprising. Rathersmore

surprising is the lack of change in the proportions from rural and small village

areas. It has been hypothesized that education is often seen as a means of

upward social mobility and perhaps professional education serves especially well,

or is perceived as so serving, among the group from the very small communities.

When "community origins" was used as an independent variable, the distinction

between suburb and no suburb was dropped, and the "rural" end "village" categories

were combined. The result was a four categories voter which will be in evidence

in the data which follow.
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At this point six kinds of data have been presented which in part describe

the sample of doctoral recipients. The particular six kinds of data presented

also serve as the independent variables in the study' hence, their fey ui

this section of the report. At this point, however, the interaction of these

variables has been ignored, and this will constitute the theme of the next

section*

Probably the variable of most general interest is that of t)e two degrees,

the Ed.D. and the Ph.D. Most educators have strong opinions concerning the

respective functions of the two degrees, and it would probably not be unfair to

suggest that they hold strong opinions about the kinds of people that pursue

one degree as opposed to the other. While the "ought" questions are not

answerable here, much data, relative to the functions seried by the two degrees

and the kinds of persons taking the degrees, shall be presented.

TABLE 9 - DEGREE VERSUS MAJOR FIELD

Special Education
Administration
Curriculum
Physical Education
Practical Arts
Social Foundations
Subject Areas
Math or Science Education
Educational Psychology
Secondary Education
Ele mentary Education
Higher Education
Guidance
Psycholocr
Student Personnel
Total

Ph.D
Percent

33.3
21.2
2607
24.4
25.2
53.1
30.3
52.6
72.5
19.8
26,2
42.6
38.0
64.0
22.6

ELD
Percent

66.7
78.8
73.3
75.6
74.8
46.9
69.7
47.?
27.5
80.2
73.8
57.4
62.0
36.0
17.4

No
Response

69

499
105

103

49
119
76
120

91
103

54
184
111

31
1759
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One night predict on a simple researcher-practitioner dimension that certain

majors would tend to choose one degree over the other in many cases. The relevant

data is presentedinTable 9, and as may be seen many of the results are predictable.

Recalling that the overall distribution of degrees was approximately two-to-one

favoring the Ed.D., certain majors clearly do not follow the general pateern.

Administration, curriculum, physical education, practical arts, secondary education,

elementary education, and student personnel are oversubscribed with respect to the

Ed.D. Social foundations and math and science education are undersubscribed with

respect to the Bi.D., while psychology and educational psychology reverse the gen-

eral trend. It is probably the case that the last two fields are in fact the most

research oriented areas, while those listed earlier attract greater ambers less

interested in research. It would seem, therefore, that there is evidence that

doctoral candidates do elect the degree in part on ttai basis of field. The numerous

exceptions (e.g., the Ed.D. in educational psychology, the Ph.D. in secondary

education) are not simply explained. The greater prestige of the Ph.D. affects the

choice of those who plan to work in the university setting instead of the public

school. Some institutions offer only the Pb.r4 degree, but offer majors in sec-

ondary education. In some institutions differential requirements for the two degrees

undoubtedly constitute a greater factor in choice than either majors or the pro-

fessional goals.

The differences in distribution of the Ed. D, and Ph.D. degrees "between the

major and minor producing institutions is somewhat notable. The results in

Table 10 indicate a significantly greater proportion of the degrees Jostled by

the minor producing institutions are Ed.D.Is than is the case among the major

producing institutions. (Chi.squared analysis shows significance at the .01

level,) Institutions just initiating doctoral programs in education are more

likely, to begin an Ed.D, than a Ph.D. program. There are many of these new
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TABLE 10 - MAJOR4131DR PROLUCF1'.3 VERSUS DEGREE

Ed.D. Ph.D. N

Major producers 61.7 38.3 1092.
Minor producers 70.2 29.8 955

IIMIIIIIM1111111111111011121.1101111111101111111 11111111111001/1111111110MNIanollai==10R

TABLE 13. - LINGT}I OF PROGRAM VERSUS DEGREE

.EdD Ph.D. N

Shorter (< 36 months) 65.2 34.8 749
Longer (> 54 months) 67.7 32.3 796

asmommollsigIs.mlinsmanoroominrandimilobr

programs among the minor producing institutions, and for the most part the insti-

tutions are rapidly growing state colleges, or newly labeled universities. To

compensate for these new MID. programs among minor producers, there are a number

of large prestigious institutions which confer only the Ph.D. degrees, but have

small programs in the area of education. This particular variable (major versus

minor producing institutions) probably obscures more than it reveals about distri-

bution of degrees.

The same may be said of program length as it is related to degree. While the

most common, but far from universal, distinction between degree requirements is

the language for the Ph.D.s, either this additional requirement does not lengthen

the program, or the added length is compensated for by other factors (e.g., more

part-time Ed.D. prompts). Table 11. indicates no discernable interaction of degree

and length of program. Age as a variable, on the other hand, does show a signi-

ficant relationship (See Table 12) with 57.9 percent of the younger group selecting

the Ed.D. as opposed to 71.0 percent of the older group. On the Ph.D., the

complementary proportions show 42.1 percent of the younger group choosing the Ph.D.

and 29.0 percent of the older group.
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TABLE 12 - AGE TIMMS DEGREE

Ed.D. Ph. D.

Percent Percent

57.9
71.0.

42.1
29.0

.11111101.

N

750
922

AMMIMal

The relationship between degree pursued and community background shows a

clear out progression., Of those individuals from rural areas and villages 72.0

percent sought the Ed.D. and 28.0 percent the Ph.D. These respective proportions

decrease and increase in an orderly progressimland among individuals from large

cities 58.6 percent elect the Ed.D. and 41.1 percent the Ph.D. The results are

in Table 13.

TABLE 13 - DEGREE VERSUS COMMUNITY BACKGROUND

Ed. D., Ph.D.

Percent Percent

Community Backgrounds
Rural or village -(2500) 72.0 28.0 571

Small Town (2500-10,000) 70.2 29.8 400
Small City (10,000-100,000) 62.5 37.5 485
Large City ,,( 100,000) 58.6 41.4 585

+0111.110101111.01110.0111NNIO

When the "younger" and "older" groups are viewed against the fifteen

general categories of major field, some rather clear -cut trends are in evidence

(See Table 14). Due to the slight imbalance of the "younger" and "older" groups,

the expected percentages are 45.9 and 54.1 respectively. Hence) a significant

deviation of the younger group, for instance, from 45.9 percent should be consider-

ed of interest. it would seem then that special education (38.5 percent), admin-

istration (37.6 percent), secondary education (32.4 percent), and higher education
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TABLE AGE VERSUS 14AtiOR

_-.411111.41wiluel.101411104114....

Younger
Major

Special Education 38.5
Administration 37.6
Curriculum 40.9
Physical Education 54.0
Practical Arts 42.7
Social Foundations 47.5
Subject Areas 48.0
Math or Science Education 47.7
Educational Psychology 63.6
Secondary Education 32.4
Elementary Education 42.0
Higher Education 35.6
Guidance 55.3
Psychology 63.4
Student Personnel 61.3

Total

Older

61.5 52
62.4 398
59.1 88
46.0 37
57.3 89
52.5 40
52.0 98
52.3 65
36.4 99
67.6 71
58.0
64.4
44.7 150
36.6 101
38.7 31

3445

N

(35.6 percent) tend to have a smaller than expected proportions in the younger

group. At the same time, physical education (54.0 percent), psychology (63.4

percent) $ and student personnel (61.3 percent) tend to attract predominantly

younger individuals.

When the age variable is considered against community orgins, the older

group seems to come from rural and village backgrounds and the younger from

small cities. Large cities and small towns on the other hand seem to have

supplied approximately the expected proportions of "younger" and "older"

individuals to the sample. These results are in Table 15. mien the same age

variable is intersected with the length of program variable a very significant

degree of relationship is in evidence. (See Table 16). Clearly, the older

group dominates among .the longer programs, and the younger dominates the shorter

programs. Interpretation of this finding is not clear at this point, however.

For example, secondary education majors are general from, the older group, yet



TABLE 15 - AGE VERSUS COMMUNITY BACKGROUND

Younger
Percent

Gommunity Background
Rural or Village (2500) 40.8
Small Town (2500-10,000) 44.5
Small City (10,000-100,000) 50.5
Large City (10,000) 44.6

Total

Age
Older
Percent

59.2 4'70
55.5 321
49.5 396
55.4 486

1673

as will be seen secondary education seems to be a shorter program. There are

sufficient similar cases that the simple interpretation, that the older group

is older because of their long programs, is questionable. The question of

whether kinds of institution, the major or minor producers, is associated with

age of doctoral gradates is dealt with in Table 17. The results indicate no

pronounced trend, that major producers a4 minor producers have in the doctoral

programs close to the expected representation of the older and younger groups.

TABLE 16 - AGE VERSUS LENGTH OF PROGRAM

Age
Younger
Older

Total
141111.111.11.11111411.1111311111111111%

Length of Program
Shorter Longer
Percent Percent

63.9
37.8

36.1 557
62.2 693

1250
~0..aNIN11.1~WWWWIlliaMNOWNIMMIn

TABLE 1'7 - AGE VERSUS MAJDR4411MR PRODUCING INSTITUTIONS

Age
Younger
oie or

Total

Major Minor
Producers Producers
Percent Percent

51.7
54.7

48.3 753
922

1675
45.3
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Table 18 presents data relevant to action of major field and community origin.

It is possible to internert these data in two ways. First by looking down a

column it is possible to determine certain major fields which typically do not

draw their graduates from a particular type of community or whiCh typically do

draw their graduates from a particular kind of community. For example, column one

refers to rural or village origin. This column represents 28 percent cf the total.

Certain major fields, however, deviate 6onsiderably from tho expected 28 percent.

It would seem then that rural and village conmunities seem to supply an abundance

of administration majors, practical arts majors, secondary education majors, and

relatively few psychology majors, educational psychology majors, and student

personnel majors, Large cities on the other hand act in a complementary manner.

Psychology majors and educational psychology majors t.ud to come in proportionately

larger groups from the large cities, and administration majors and practical arts

majors much more rarely come from large cities. A second way. of looking at the

data is across rows. Guidance majors for example, seem to be distributed reasonably

well across all kinds of communities with a slight underrepresentation from small

towns and overrepresentation from large cities.

There seems to be no clear relationship although chi-square is significant

at the .01 level, between community origin and length of program, except perhaps

for those individuals coining from larger cities. In this case it would seam that

in general those from larger cites are Likely to have longer programs. This

relationship can be seen in Table 19. There does not seem to be a relationship

between community background and the choice of a major versus a minor producing

institution. In other words, the major producing institutions seem to attract

about equally well from all categories of community background (See Table 20).

Table 21 reports the relationship between major field and major versus minor

producing institution, and it gould ,:'.3M As if there is a relationship here in
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TABLE 18 - MAJOR FIELD VERSUS cowman BACKGROUND

Rural
village

%
town.

%

avail
city
%

Large
city
% --

Special education 20.3 18.8 29.0 31.9
Administration 34.1 19.2 23.0 23.8
Carrion:Ian 25.0 15.4 29.8 29.8
PIeica1 education 21.7 23.9 19.6 34.8
Practical arta 38.1 17.1 26.7 18.1
Social foundations 25.0 27.1 20.8 27.1
SUbject areas 230 21.7 24.2 30.8
Math and science education 31,6 18.4 25.0 25.0
Educational psychology
Secondary education

20.2

36.3
24.4
4NIN

193
A.7

36.1
24-2

Elementary education 30.2. 2044 18.4 31.3.
Higher education 20.4 20.4 31.5 27.8
Guidance 29.5 15.2 21.9 33.3
Psychology 11.6 17.0 26.8 44.6
Student personnel 17.6 32.4 35.3 14.7

Total 28.0 19.5 23.9 28,6

N

69

501
104
46

105

48
120
76

119
91

103
54

183
112
34

1765

01411461.11E16210011121/

TABLE 29 - community BACKGROUND VERSUS LENGTH OF PROGRAM

Rural village
Small town
Small city
Large city

Total

Shorter

52.9

49.7
49.5
42.5
48.5

Longer

47.1
50.3
50.5
57.5
5105

N

431
302
368
447

1548

TABLE 20 - COMMUNITY BACKGROUND VERSUS MAJOR
AND MINOR PBOWG'ING INSTITUTIONS

Rural 'village
Small town
Small city
Large city

Total

Major

49.6
54.0
53.9
56.3
0.7

14inor

5n al,
46.0
46.1
43.7
46.3

N

571
400
490
586

2047
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certain areas. In those institutions with small programs guidance majors and

social foundation majors are more likely to be offered, while majors in physical

education, practical arts and the subjact fields are less likely to be offered

than in the case of the major producing institutions. Rather sunrisinzly there

appears to be very little relationship between choice of major field and length

of progrean. The only two major fields wherein there is a suggestion of a relation-

ship are secondary education and curriculum. Secondary education majors, do in

general, seem to have shorter programs while curriculum majors have longer programs.

These results lay be seen in Table 22. Table 23 .presents the relationship between

the major and the minor producing institutions and length of program. The results

indicate no relationship whateoeven (See Table 23).

TABLE 23. - MAJOR FIELD VERSUS MAJOR AND
MINOR PRODUCIN INSTITUTIONS

Major Field
Major Producing
Institutions

Minor Producing
Institutions

IIIINIMEMMINIENEM11011111.

Special Education 46%4 53.6 69
Administration 49.8 50.2 502
Curriculum 43.8 56.2 105
Physical Education 60.4 39.6 48
Practical Arts 71.4 28.6 105
Social Foundations 38.8 61.2 49
Subject Areas 84.2 15.8 120
Math or Science Education 61.8 38.2 76
Educational Psychology 55.8 44.2 120
Secondary Education 52.7 47.3 91
Elementary Eduation 49.5 50.3 103
Higher-Education 57.4 42.6 54
Guidance 38.2 61.8 18'3
iWychologr 49.1 50.9 112
Student Personnel 58.8 41.2 34

Total 53.2 46.8

411.1011001..
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TABLE 22 - MAJOR FIELD VERSUS LENGTH OF PIEGRAM

Major

Length of Program

Shorter Longer
Percent Percent Number

Special Education 54.2 45.8 48
Administration._ 44.2 55.8 387

Curriculum 38.6 614 83

Physical Education 48.6 51.4 37
Practical Arts 58.4 41.6 77

Social Fbundstions 14.7 55.3 38
Subject Areas 40.9 59.1 ()a

Math and Science Education 48.0 52.0 52

Educational Psychology 54.2 45.8 83

Secondary Education 60.9 39.1 69

Elementary Education 50.7 49.3 75

Higher Education 57.4 42.6 47
Guidance 52.9 47.1 135

Psychology 42.8 57.2 84

Student Personnel 47.8 52.2 23

Total 48.3 51.7 1326

TABLE 23 - LEN= OF PROGRAM VERSUS MAJOR AND
*.MIMA.PRODUOING INSTITUTIONS

Length of Program

Shorter Longer
Percent Percent Number

Major Producers 47.7 52.3 822

Minor Producers 49.2 50.8 726
Total 48.7 5193 1548

Although the sample has been discussed at some length with respect to the

kind of community from which they came, another way of looking at the origins of

the individuals of the sample is geographically by state or region. All fifty

states were represented in the sample, including Akaska, and Hawaii. Puerto Rico

was represented from among the United States territories, and large numbers of

foreign students from a variety of nations received their dogmas during this time.
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In the earlier study of thk1956-1958 graduates it was found that certain states

contributed c%.-1,1..i.derably more individuals to the sample than might have been

expected on the basis of their populations and other states contributed consider-

Ablw Mane The sama kind of analysis was performed on this group. The first

step in the analysis required the establishment of an expected number of

individuals the sample from each states The procedure for this was as follows:

Since the average age of the group was slightly more than 38 years, the "average"

year of birth was in the later twenties. Using the 1930 census, then, the pro-

portion of the total population of the country was calculated for each state. All

individuals not born in the United States were struck from the sample and the

remainder was used as the total sample size. The assumption was then made that

each state would contribute to the sample in proportion to its share of the total

population of the United States. These expected numbers together with the actual

numbers born in each state are reported in Table 24. In the last column of this

table the overproducers and underproducers are indicated. An overproducer is

defined as a state which produced twenty percent more than would ham been ex-

pected on the basis of population. An underooducer is a state that produced

twenty percent less than would have been expected on the basis of population. It

is fully recognized that certain states with very low population may show spurious

results. The reader should take this into consideration. With these definitions

of prodedure in mind the following states can be listed as underproducers: Alabama

Arkansas, Delaware, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Mississippi, New Jersey,

New Mexico, North Carolina, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,

Vermont, and West Virginia. Of those states listed Delaware, Maine and New Mexico

should be excluded bec6Itee of their low population. Rhode Island is questionable.

The predaminamectsouthern states ;:his group is quite obvious. In fact, no

;4, ; 4 'Fr 4'44.
44 :1r

44444 ,11,,. gile.le. 7

r lt
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southern state is excluded except Florida, and New Jersey is the only underproduchv

state not in the south. Among the overproducers are Colorado; Iowa; xansAms

Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyaning.

Sens of these overproducing states are unusually productive. For example, on the

basis of population Kansas would be expected to produce 29 indiviauale for the

sample, their production was in fact sixty. Utah would have been expected to

produce eight, they did in fact produce thirty-four. These results are quite

consistent with the earlier stu, where the umderproducers were found to be

southeastern states, while the overproducers in general were found to be the

"great plains" states. In this sample, the overproducing area has expanded beyond

the "plains" area to the west and northwest. It would suggest that at the time

the explanation of these results could lie in the kinds of social structures

in this region of the country, and the different emphases placed on social mobility

and the perceived contribution to such social mobility. This group, however, did

receive their doctoral degrees in education. It is not at all certain, that if same

other degree were surveyed the same results would emerge.

In the total sample of 2067 individuals who responded there were 1690 men and

372 womenfive were not 'identifiable by sex. Hence 81.96 percent of the sample

was male, This figure represents a very slight increase in the predominance of

men since the 1956-1958 studqf, wherein the figure reported was 79.7 percent. In

the earlier study this four-to-one ratio of men to women was interpreted as

suggesting that women constituted an insufficiently exploited pool of talent.

The results of the present study seem to indicate that this pool of talent is still

relatively untapped. On the other hand a probably equal valid interpretation of

this very slight change in ratio is that the profession is attracting men into it.

However, considering the ratio of males and females at other levels of profess )nal
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TABLE a -.LLA9E OF BIRTH BY STATES

Population of Proportion of Aotua: Itpeoted Dia- Dis-
States 1930 Population Mate, Number orepancy crepancy

(in thousands)

2646 2.15 31 41 -10 -25

Arizona 436 0.35 6 7 -1 34
Arkansas 1845 1.50 22 29 -8 -24
California 5677 4.62 75 89 -14 16
Colorado 1036 0.48 34 16 +18 +112
Connecticut 1637 1.30 23 25 -2 8
Delaware 238 0.19 1 4 -3 -15
Dist. of Columbia 48? 0.39 9 8 1 12
Florida 1468 1.19 20 23 -3 3
Georgia- 2909 2.36 25 46 -21 -46
Hawaii
Idaho 445
Illinois 7631.
Indiana 3239
Iowa 2471
Kansas 1881
Kentucky 2615
Louisiana 2102
Maine 797
Maryland 1632
Massachusetts 4250
Michigan 4842
Minnesota 2564
Mississippi 2010
Missouri 3629
Montana 538
Nebraska 1378
Nevada 91
New Hampshire 465
New Jersey 4041
New. Mexico 423
New York 12588
North Carolina 3170
North Dakota 681
Ohio 6647
Oklahcma 2396
Oregon 954
Pennsylvania 9631
Rhode Island 687
South Carolina 1739
South Dakota 693
Tennessee 2617
Texas 5825
Utah 508
Vermont 360
Virginia 2422
Washington 1563
West Virginia 1729
lasconsin 2939

ing 226

0.36 12 7 +5 41
6.21 120 120 0 00
2.63 50 51 -1 2
2.01 51 39 +18 +46
1.53 60 29 +31 +107
2.12 25 41 -16 -39
1.71 15 33 -18 -55
0.64 7 12 -5 -42
1.32 17 25 -8 -32
3.46 62 67 -5 :7
3.94 97 76 +21 +28
2.08 47 40 +7 +18
1.63 17 31 -14 -45
2.95 52 57 .5 9
0.43 12 8 +4 50
1.12 49 22 +27 123
0.07 1 1 -O 00

0.37 9 7 +2 +29
3.29 46 63 -17 -27
0.34 4 6 -2 -33

10.25 234 198 +36 18
2.58 34 50 -16 -32
0.55 23 11 +12 +109
5.41 116 104 +12 n.
1.95 42 38 +4 10
0.77 24 15 +9 -60
7.84 147 151 -4 3
0.55 8 11 -3 -27
1.41 16 27 .-11 -41
0.56 15 11 +4 36
2.13 28 41 -13 32
4.74 81 91 -10 11
0.41 34 8 +26 325
0.29 4 6 -2 33
1.97 17 38 -21 -55
1.27 33 24 +9 +37
1.40 17 27 -10 -37
2.39 44 46 -2 4
0.18 6 3 +3 +100

1
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TABLE 25 - SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION BY SEX

Number Percent

Male 1690 81.8
Female 372 18.0

P-s-nse vv. x.
Total 2067 100.0

TABLE 26 - SEX VERSUS MAJOR FIELDS

. Major
Male

. Percent

Sex

Female
Percent

Special Education 76.8 23.2
Administration 93.2 6.8
Curriculum 72.4 27.6
Physical Education 79.2 2008
Practical Arts 79.0 21.0
Social Foundations 81.6 18.4
Subject Areas 80.8 19.2
Math and Science Education 78.9 21.1
Educational Psychology 85.0 15.0
Secondary Education 91.2 8.8
name:tan* Education 58.8 41.2
Higher Education 83.3 16.7
Guidance 78.8 21.2
Psychology 78.6 21.4
Student Personnel 82.4. 17.6

Total 82.9 17.1

Number

69
501
106
48

105
49

120
76

120
91

102
54

184
112
34

1771

TABLE 27 - SEX VERSUS AGE

Age

Younger
Older

Total

Sex

Male Female
Percent Percent Number r

90.9
74.1
81.6

9.1 756
25.9 923
18.4 1679
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education it would seem that the former interpretation has more strategical

implications.

While women constitute only 18 percent of the total sample it was found that

this small number of women distributed themselves quite well among the various

major fields. Of the fifteen major field categories only four show marked

deviation from the expected 18 percent. As would be expected elementary education

and curriculum tended to attract proportionately more women, while administration

and secondary education attract proportionately less. Not even in elementary

education, however, did women constitute the majority of the group. It is also

interesting to note with an expectation of 18 percent women, the so called "younger"

group contained only 9.1 percent women, while "older" group contained 26 percent

women. Information on the sample distribution by sex can be found in Tables 25,

26 and 27.

Further information on the sample indicated that 82.2 percent were married

at the time they filled out the questionnaire, and 75 percent of the sapple"had

one or more In fact only 9.2 percent of those individuals who were

married reported no children. Without question the pursuit of the doctoral degree

in education is a family undertaking. These results maybe seen in Table 28 and

29. A. further look at the family structure of the sample indicates that of those

married, 15.8 percent of the spouses had terminated their education as high school

graduates or less, 21.0 percent had attended college but earned no degree,

and 41.8 percent had received badheldrid_ degrees. 0111,73.8 percent, however, had

earned the doctorate. (See Table 30.) If a degree was earned it was most likely

taken in the field of education. The figures in Table 31 show that of those

spouses with degrees 43 percent had earned them in the field of education* What

dicithese spouses do while the respondents were earning their degree? Table 32
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TABLE 28 - MARITAL STATUS

Number Percent

Single 279 13.5
Married 1700 82.2
Divorced 56 2.7
Other 24 1.2
No response 8 0.4

Total 2067 100.0

TABLE 29 - EMBER OF CHILDREN

Number Percent

One child 296 14.2
Two children 589 28.5
Three children 422 20.4
Pow children 156 7.5
Five children 58 2.8
Six children 20 1.0
More tha. six 15 0.7
Single 291 14.1
Married, no children 190 9.2
No response 30 1.5

Total 2067 99.9

TABLE 30 - =CATION OF SPOUSE

Number
Total

%

Elementary (I-8) 34 0.7
High school (unfinished) 18 0.9
High school (graduate) 244 11.8
Two years or lees of college 287 134
More than 2 years - no degree 79 3.8
Bachelor's degree 727 35.2
Mas tier's degree 302 34.6
Doctor's degree 66 3.2
Singles no spouse 285 13.8
No response 45 2.2

Total 2067 100.1

IIMMINIPM11110001111.3111111111M.NIP

Married

0.8
1.0

14.0
16.5
4.5

41.8
17.4
3.8

99.8
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SPOUSE'S MAJOR EDUCATIONAL FIFID

Major Field of Spouse Number
Of Total
Percent

Of Those
Married
Percent

Education 523 25.3 4300
Biological Science 20 1.0 1.6
Physical Science 12 .

0.6 1.0
Social Science 134' 6.5 11.0
Humanities 241 11.6 19.8
Technical, or 'vocational 281 13.6 23.1
Other 6 0.3 0,5
No degree 373 18.0
No Spouse 264. 12.8
No Response 213 10.3

Total 2067 100.0 100.0

=11111111OrmilwammosimamMiwan7.411111./WAI

TABLE 2 OCCUPATION OF SPOUSE WRING DOCTORAL PFtOGRAM

Occupation of Spouse Number
Of Total
Percent

Of Those
Married
Percent

Professional or managerial 183 8.8 10.9

Clerical or sales 172 8.3 10.3

Service 12 0.6 0.7-

Agriculture . 7 0.3 0.4
Skilled labor 3 0.1 0.2
Semi-ekilled or unskilled labor 11 0.5 0.6
Education (teacher) 407 19 7 24.3

Education (nom-teacher) 84 4.1 5.0
Housewife 795 38.5 47.5
No response 393 19.0

Total 2067 99.9 99.9

indicates that nearly half simply continued their role as housewife. The next

largest group (24.3 percent) were teachers, and an additional five percent served

some kind of non -t' 'ling function in education. It does seem, however, that

more than half of the spouses were working and contributing to the family economy

during the time of the doctoral program.
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While the preceding section deals with the respondent's present family

structure, the present section is devoted to family background. Using the stand-

ard Dictionary of Occupational Titles as a catogorical system, the survey results

indicate that 39.8 percent of the sample came from a family wherein the father

was engaged in professional or managerial work. Fourteen point eight percent of

the sample had fathers in agriculture, and 15.1 percent of the fathers was

classified as skilled laborers. As was the case inn the earlier study this group

of doctoral recipients present a striking contrast to their fathers, educationally

speaking, and again provide strong evidence of high aspiration with education as

the means. Forty-one point three percent of the fathers of the individuals in

the sample terminated their education in elementary school. Sixty-eight point

nine percent terminated their education with high school. Only 15.9 percent

held degrees at any level. Since the group being surveyed here by definition

100 percent of which hold the doctor's degree, it is interestingtJ note that

only 3.4 percent of their fathers hold a degree at this level. It is also interest -

ing to note that the individuals in the sample are rarely following in their

fathers' footsteps. Less than 5 percent of the fathers were associated with

education either as teacher or non-teacher. Mothers of the respondent present a

somewhat similar picture, educationally at least. While fewer of the mothers

terminated their education in elementary school, 33.8 percent, an even larger

proportion terminated at the high school level (71.1 percent). Only 10.9 percent

had been granted degrees at any level. Only 22.8 percent of the mothers were

listed as having an occupation. There wersphoweve4 nearly twice as sanymotherswho

were occupied in the educational settings as fathers (8.9 percent to 445 percent

respectively), Those findings herein described can be found in Tables 33, 34, 35,

and 36 respectively. The picture which seems to be emerging here of the respondentb
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TABLE 33 - FATHER'S OCCUPATION

Father's OccupatIon Number

P=feseional or managerial 730
Clerical or sales 244
Service 116
Agriculture 306
Skilled labor 312
Semi skilled or unskilled labor 184
Education (teacher) 71
Education (non-teacher) 23
No response 81

Total 2067

Of Total
Percent,

35;3
11.8
5.6

1448
15.1
8.9
3.4
1.1
3.9
99.9

`MON

Father' s Education Number

Elementary (1-8 grades) 854
High school, unfinished 237
High school graduate
Two years or less of college 226

333

More than 2 years but no degree. 24
Bachelor's degree 151
Masters (or first professional) degree 107
Doctors degree 71
Others or listed as deceased 23
No response

Total 2067

Of Total
Percent

1111.5

16.1
10.9
1.2
7.3
5.2

304
1.1
2.0

100.0

family background seems to have several dimensions. The fathers in general have

been fairly successful in their occupational careers with only 8.9 percent

falling in the categories of semi skilled or unskilled labor. The number at the

professional or managerial levels considerably exceecbthe occupational distribution

for the United States as a whole. Sociologically speaking they are probably

predominantly middle and lower middle class. Their educational background suggests

occupational success which would not be predicted on the basis of education alone.



61

TABLE 5 !OTHER'S OCCUPATION

Mother's Occupation Number

Professional or managerial 91
Clerical or sales 110
Service 46
Agriculture 1
Skilled labor 16
Semi- skilled or unskilled 25
Education (teacher) 177
Education (non-teacher) 6
Housewife 1531
No response 64

Total 2067

Of Total
Percent

4.4
5.3
2.2

0.8
1.2
8.6
0.3

74.1
3.1

100.0

TABLE 6 CATIOELU N

Notherb Education
Of Total

Number Percent

Elementary (1-8 grades) 698
High school, unfinished 273
High school graduate 498
Two years or less of college 277
More than 2 pars but no degree 32
Bachelor's degree .. . 181
Masters (or first professional) degree 40
Doctors degree
Other or listed as deceased
No response

Total

4
24
40

2067

33.8
13.2
24:3.
13.4
1.5
8.8
1.9
0.2
1.2
1.9

100.0

Some additional interesting contrasts can be seen in Table 37 where major fields

gad.father'a occupation are considered together. While 36.8 percent of the total

sample had fathers in professional or managerial occupations, it can be seen

that proportionately more fathers of those who majored in psychology, higher

education, educational psychology, and student personnel work fell in this category.

At the same time proportionally lessphysical educational majors and practical arts

majors had fathers in a professional or managerial occupation. While 22 percent
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FIELD VERSUS F4=2§.2.....ja.. N

Cleri-
Prof. cal, Ser-
Man. sales vice

% %
Spa Mal Mutation 422
Administration 31.9
Curriculum . 31.4
Physical Education 29.2
Practical Arts 30.4
Social Foundations 38.8
Subject Areas 39.4
Math and Science Education 40.5
Educational Psychology 44.4
Secondary Education 41.2
Elementary Education 40.4
Higher Education 49.0
Guidance 27.3
Psychology 56.0
Student Personnel 47.1

Total 36.8

1401
12.0
.9.8
12.5
10.8
16.3
12.1
12.2
3.37
10.6
7.1

16.3
15.9
10.1
34.7
3.2.2

Un- Edw. Edw.
Agric- Skilled skilled Teach- non.
ulture labor lair r t ch. 14.

7.8 .9.4
7.0 17.4

4.9 44.1
6.3 12.5

3.9 22.5
4.1 16.3
7.8 11.2
2.7 13.5
6.8 12.0
2.4 16.5
3.0 14.1
4.1 6.1
8.5 15.9
5.5 8.2
2.9 11.8
5.9 14.7

12.5
4.3
16.7
18.6
10.2
13.8
12.2
16.2
18.8
26.3
14.3
17.0
9.2

20.6
15.9

12.5
12.8
7.8

16.7
9.8

12.2
8.6
9.4
5.1
7.0
4.0

10.2
10.2
7.3
0.0
9.7

1.6
3.1
6.9
6.3
3.9
2.0
6.0
9.4
1.7
1.2
4.0
0.0
4.0
0.9
2.9
3.6

0.0
1.4

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.9
0.0
0.0
2.4
1.0
0.0
1.1
2.8

6,4
483
302
48

102
49

116
74
117
85
99
49

176
109

0.0 34
1.1 1707

TABLE 8 MAJOR FIL'ArD VERSUS FATHERtS EIXICATION

Special Education
Administration
Curriculum
Physical Education
Practical Arts
Social Foundations
Subject Areas
Math sildScience Education
Educational Psychology
Secondary Education
Elementary Education
Higher Education
Guidance
Psychology
Student Personnel

Total

High High > 2 <2
school school years years Bach-. Mast-

Elem- unfinm grad- coil- coil- elors.s crs Ph.
entary ished nate ege ege degree degree D.*Other. N

40.9
45.1
41.7
44.7
49.5
41.7
41.9
32.9
34.2
48.9
36.3
3902
47.5
40.0
23.5
42.4

1.5 6.3.
3.4 6.3.

10.6 9.1 4.5
12.8 11.1 4.2
8.7 1.0 5 8 7.8

14.9 6.4
13.6 1.0
10.4 8.3
17.1 9.4
18.4 3.9

6.08.5
6.8

12.7
13.7
12.0
7.3
8.8

12.0

22.7
15.8
16.5
12.8
11.6
12.5

13.7
15.8
19.6
15.9
19.6
19.6
12.6
15.4
29.4
16.0

11.6
4.2

12.6
14.6

8.5
.5

11445
12.5
12.7
11.8
10.9
13.6
8.8

11.6

0.0
1.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.7
1.1
1.0
0.0
1.1
1.8
0.0
1.1

12.8
5.8
6.3
7.7

10.5
8.5
4.5
8.8
2.0
6.6
8.2

23.5
7.2

6.8
3.9
0.0
4.4
5.5
2.9
5.0

1.5
2.0
3.9
4.2
3.9
4.2
1.7
2.6
6.0
3.4
4.9

11.8
3.3
7.3
0.0
3.6

3.0 66

1.4 494
2.9 103
0.0 47
0.0 103
2.1 48
0.0 117
1.3 76
0.9 117
0.0 88
0.0 102
2.0 53.

1.1 183
0.9 110
2.9 34
1.21739
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of the practical arts majors had fathers in agriculture, only 6 percent of the

higher education majors had fathers occupied in that field. While 26 percent of

the fathers of elementary majors were engaged in skilled labor, only 8.9 percent

of thA rgyahnininr mg:4;1mm borl Pathara 4n ale411aA Lawn- Similar ?tranvia Ara to

be found when major field is intersected with fathereducation. It would be

expected that 41.3 percent of those in each major would have fathers who terminated

their education at the elementary level. It is found, however, that among

practical arts majors, guidance majors, and secondary education majors, this

expectation is greatly exceeded. On the other hand those majoring in math or

science education, student personnel, and educational psychology, tended to come

from families whose father terminated his education at a later time. These results

maybe seen in Table 38.

An additional perspective of the sample can be gained by looking at the educate

tiona career patterns of the sample prior to entering into the doctoral program.

As maybe seen in Table 39 the vast majority in the sample came from public

secondary schools with less than 3 percent of the sample coining from private noD.,

denominational schools, and only 7.7 percent coming from private denominational

schools. In genera/ they graduate from relatively small high schools with nearly

half the sample coming from graduating classes with less than 100 persons. Only

11.4 percent came fran classes of over 500 (See Table A) The individuals in

the sample attended a variety of types of undergraduate institutions. The largest

single group of respondents, as undergraduates, attended the large and complex

institutions with three or more professional schools. The next largest group

comprising 28.8 percent of the respondents attended smallerlistitut3,ons emphasis-

ing liberal arts . general, and teacher preparation. It should be noted here

that the majority of this sample received their bachelor's degree immediately after
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TABLE 39 - TYPE OF SECONDARY SCHOOLATTENDED
Am,

Public

Number

1833

Of Total
Percent

Private, non-denominational 58 2.8
Private, denominational
No response

- 159
17

7.7
0.8

Total 2067 100.0

TABLE - Se.....FER SECONDARY SCHOOL GRALUATING CLASS

1-9
10 -19

20-39

40-59
(:099

100-199
200-499
500 and over
No response

Total

Of Total
Number Percent

56
165
262
204
268
352
492
235
33

2067

2.7

12.5
9.9
23.0
17.0
23.8
11.4
1.6

99.9

the second world war. Many of the institutions which they attended have since

grown in size and complexity and are no longer considered the sane "type" as they

were then. The results suggest that only 10.2 percent have graduated from teacher

preparation institutions. It is quite likely, however, that marry of the

institutions now classified as liberal arts genisralvand teacher preparatory were
then classified as mainly teacher preparatory. These results nay' be seen in

Table 41. It is also clear from Table 42 that the state colleges granted the

majority of the bachelor's degrees of the respondents in this sample. While the mil.

group of individuals took their undergraduate degrees in education (33.8 percent)

it is interesting to note that two thirds did not get their degrees in education.



65

It should be noted bore that in the coding precedure for classifying area of

study if an individual listed his major as English education, he was claspified

in education-likewise, for such listings as "the teaching of mathematics".

Wheu social science majors and humanities majors are added to the education majors,

nearly SO percent of the sample is accounted for. Only 9.1 percent carob into the

doctoral program of education via the natural sciences. These results maybe

seen in Table 43.

TABLE - BACHELOR'S DEGREES BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

Institution Type

Liberal arts and general
Teacher preparatory

Liberal arts, general, and teacher preparatory
Professional and technical

Professional, technical, and teacher preparatory
Liberal arts and general with one or two

professional schools
Liberal arts and general with three or more

professional schools
No response or =classifiable

Total

Of Total
Number Percent

55
211
595
17
54

2.7
10.2
28.8
0.8
2.6

141 6.8

919
75

2067

44.5
3.5

99.9

.......1,AREALTAMOLPSDENSTITUTIONAL CONTROL

Institutional Contra

Citroemunicipal
Ohara controlled
0_ government
Territorial government
Federal government
Private
Proprietary
State government
No response

Total

Of Total
Number Percent

100 4.8
425' 20.6
1 0.0
0
6 0.3

365 17.6
.1 140

1097 53.,

.2067.72 99.9

1
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TABLE p BAG'R AR' S DEGREE MAJOR

Major Area of Study

-Education
Biological Science
Physical Science
Social Science
Het sties
Technical or VocatiOnal
Other
No response

Total

Of Total
Number Percent

tfw, 220

72 3.5
114 5.6
516 25.0
414 20.0
183 8.8

3 0.1
67 3.2

2067 100.0

TABLE 44 - PROPOBTION OP SIMPLE EARNING MASTER' 3 DBMS

Yes
No

Of Total
Master' a Degree Number Percent

1931 93.4
122 5.9

Institution Type

S DEGREES BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

Of Total
Number Percent.

Liberal arts and general 22 la
Teacher preparatotr 121 5.8
Liberal arts, general, and teacher preparatory 192 9.3
Professional and technical 17 0.8
Professional, technical, and teacher preparatory 73 3.5
Liberal arts and general with one or two

professional schools 67 3.2
Liberal arts and general with three or more

professional schools
No response

Total

3434 68.4
161. ?.8

. 2067 99.9

It is apparent that the graduate program of these individuals was seldom

seen as a prop ea leading directly to the doctorate. Table 44 indicates that

93.4 percent of these individuals took the nester's degrees and only 5.9 percent

1
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went directly to the doctorate from the bachelor's degree. At the master's degree

level the group as a whole showed a pronounced migration toward the large and

complex institution with more than two - thirds of the group getting their degree

frua the complex university. At the same time there was a strong movement away

from the church controlled schools into private colleges and universities, while

the state institution's sifare of students remained unchanged. Only 7.6 percent

receiveltheir masterls.degree from church related schools. The major fields at

the.'iaster level abew t pronounced mavement toward education with nearly two-thirds

of the group taking their degrees in this field. This is probably an underestimate

since an additional 6 percent were working directly upon the doctorate at this

point in their program, and these degrees were undoubtedly in education. These

results are presented in Table 45, 46p.and 47 respectively. Another finding of

interest is reported in Table 48; These results indicated that it was rare indeed

for au individual to take all'of his degrees at the same institution. In feat the

modal pattern was for each degree to be taken at a different institution. The

positions held by these,people imnediately prior to entry into the doctoral pro-

gram were, not unexpectedly, in education.. Forty-eight percent held teaching

positions at this timp,and an additional 33 percent held non-teaching positions

in the field of education. 'It.is quite likely that the 8.1 percent falling in

the no response categories On'thie item may include a' considerable number whose

education was never terminated to take a position.' (See .Table 49).

This concludes the description of the sample aid while a saanary is in order

it is difficult to su mmarize all of the data that has been presented. Part of

this difficulty is associated with a considerable amount of variance ahown within

the group on nearly every variable considered. The falmingpoints, however, seam

worthy of mention:

A"-T11:1- z ti144.X1
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TABLE MASTER DES BY KIND OF INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL

Institution Control

City or nunicipal
Church controlled
County government
Territorial government
Federal government
Private
Proporietary
State government
No response or no degree

Total

Number

63

158
0

4
7

579
11

1094
151
2067

**1*.Saktamoo

Of Total
Percent

3.0
7.6
0.0
0.2
0.3
28.0
0.5
52.9
7.3
99.8

TABLE 7 - MASTER'S DEGREE MA=

Major Area of Study

Education
Biological Science
Physical Science
Social Science
Humanities
Technical or Vocational
Others
No response .

Total

Of fatal
Number Percent

1371 66.3

28 1.4
16 0.8
238 11.5

155 7.5
67 3.2

5 0.2

187 9.0
2067 99.9

- CHANGE OF INSTITUTION

Change of Institution

All degrees at the same institution
Master's and Doctors at same institution
Bachelor's and Master's at same institution
Bachelor's and Doctors at sane institution
All at different institutions
No response

Total

Number

270
476

413
52

789
6?

2067

Of Total
Percent

13.1
23.0
20.0
2.5

38.2
3.2

100.0
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TABLE 49 - TYPE POSITION HELD PRIOR TO ENTRY INTO
DOCTORAL PROGRAM

=1,1014..01.4

Title Of Position Prior to %try Number
Of Total
Percent

Professional or managerial 169 8.2
Clerical and sales 11 0.5
Service 52 2.5
Agriculture 3 0.1
Skilled labor 5 0.2
Semi-skilled or unskilled labor 1 0.0
Education (teaching) 993 484
Education (non-teaching) 662 32.0
No response 171 8.3.

Total 2067 99.8

1. The size of the sample, that is the number of people receiving the

the doctorate in education in 1963.4964, had increased by 50 percent

in number over the group studied five years ago. Although there has

been a considerable increase in number of institutions having doctoral

programs in education, the vast majority of the increase in production

is accounted for by institutions enlarging existing programs.

Those institutions now granting doctoral degrees in greater runbers,

however, are in general not those institutions having very high levels

of production, nor very low levels of production, in the earlier study.

Rather, 'the increase is mostly attribute d to institutions with an

intermediate level of production five years ago, which have substantially

enlarged their program in the intervening years.

2. The major fields or areas of specialisation of the sample are largely

characterized by their number and variety. Only by very gross class-

ification procedures can the number of major fields be reduced to as

few as fifteen. The most COMM fields are admird.stration and guidance.

Increases and decreases in production within the various majors over

the last five years seem to reflect professional, governmental, and

to
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foundational emphasis of recent years.

3. The average age of the sample is nearly thirty-nine years, reflecting

no change since the earlier study, and the ratio amen to women remains

four to-one. The 'modal" doctoral recipient is married, has two or three

children, and chances are about fifty-fifty that his wife was employed

during his doctoral program. His wife probably has a bachelor's degree,

most likely in education.

4. The mythical "modal" graduate is more likely to have emerged from a rural

or village community or a very large city than from a small town or shall

city. Neither his mother nor his father completed high school but his

father probably has a job which is better than one would predict on the

basis of education alone. It is quite unlikely that his mother was

employed.

5. The educational career of the "modal" graduate probebly led from a

relatively small high school to an undergraduate program in a state

college or university which emphasized teacher :training. He took his

degree in social science, humanities, or education, and became a teacher.

After a few years he enrolled in a larger more complex state university

and untertook a degree with a major in education. Following this he

returned to his job, however, at thiL. time quite often to a non-teaching

positions and later entered a large institution to embark upon a doctoral

program.

The next topic of interest in this study has to do with motives for

entering the doctoral program, and this constitutes the focus of the next section

of this report.
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Motivations Leath. Programs

It is recognized that the motivational patterns underlying an individual's

tianicAnn't^e-ter- dectcral prpgram are pro"bly. higtly complex.- The ~live-los-1

patterns for groups of individuals could be even more complex, expecially when

the extreme heterogeneity of this group of doctoral recipients. on the number of

variables already discussed is considered. ,Recognizing that this was likely to

be a problem, certain conjectures were made prior to the design of the questionnaire.

For example, is there a large group of people:who desire to enter advanced

graduate work while in their undergraduate program, or perhaps even before, but

are unable to do so for a variety of reasons? Or do most people in general

simply fail to consider the possibility of doctoral degrees until relatively far

into their career? Does the decision to shoot for the doctoral degree precede

or follow the decision about the area of specialization to pursue? Are individuals

in general lured into programs by visions of positive rewards in the forms of

intellectual stimulation, enrichment of cultural surroundings, increased status,

higher salaries, and more'exciting positions? Or are they trying to leave behind

or escape insecure positions, unsatisfying work, skills perceived as inadequate

or having no payoff,'and the frustration of dead end positions? Who reinforces

their consideration of the doctoral program? Who encourages them to take the

big step and actually enter a doctoral program? What about opportunities? It

is quite likely that a number of individuals never seriously considered entry

into a doctoral program until someone suggestedtothmn that a fellowship or an

assistantship might be available. Are some individuals attracted into doctoral

programs simply because of availability of:semr-by institutions offering snob

programs? Are the motives of these people strong? Is it necessary that they

overcome aaerous hurdles in order to begin the degree program? is this come
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These are some of the questions that were raised and reflected in the design

of the qtestionnaire. The basic assumptions about motivation, however, were

these: tie actual decision to enter the doctoral program is influenced by a

complex of appreach and avoidance factors, influential persons and opportunity.

The first data having a bearinvon :this question is the following Airing

what period of life was working toward a doctoral degree first considered? The

results, shown in Table 50, indicate that it was rare indeed for an individual

to consider a doctoral degree prior to college. Only 12 Percent of those

responding indicated consideration of such a goal during their undergraduate

program. More decisions to enter the doctoral program were made during the masters

program than at any other time. *he same question was posed td the i9564958

graduates, and it is interesting to note that although "during the masters program"

was the modal category in both cases, the proportion of people in it has been

reduced from 3105 percent to 23.8 percent. The largest increase in a category is

during post bachelorts teaching. This category increased 5.8 percent to 13.6

percent. This would indicate that, while the present sample did not enter a

doctoral program at at earlier age than the former sample, consideration was

given to such an undertaking at an earlier stage in their career. In addition

chisquare analysis indicatelindependence between degree groups with respect to

this item (p .01) and it would appear that the Ph.D. group considered the

doctoral degree earlier in their career, and were more likely to consider such

while in school than while teaching. (See Table 51)

With respect to the period of his life during 144ich the respondent became

interested in the field which become his specialization, the results of Table 52

indicate that his interest was most likely aroused in the school setting rather

than the occupational setting. It appears that in general the decision about the

- 4
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TABLE 50 PERIOD OF LIFE DURING 4110IH THE DOCTORAL
DEGREE WAS FIRST ".NSIDERED

Period Number

During high school Ma .r
During undergraduate program 225
Airing post.bachelor's teaching 245
During other post-bachelor's work 99
During master's program
During post-master's teaching

445
353 1

During post-master's graduate study 257
DUring other post- master's work 135
No response 210

Total 2067

Of Those
flf /1164As 1 paNdrnotstrI4 mt.

Percent Percent

4.8 5.4
30,19 12.0
11.8 13.6
4.8 5.3

21.5 23.8
17.1 4: .18.9
12.4 13.8
6.5 7.2

10QI 0.0
99.9 100.0

MUM mallmospIllinillgillar

TABLE 51 - PERIOD OF LIFE DOCTORAL DEGFtEE
WAS FIRST CONSIDERED VERSUS DEGREE

Period
RAIL

Number Percent Number Percent

Airing high school 55 4.1 45 6.4
During undergraduate program 128 9.5 96 13.6
During post bachelor's teaching 175 13.0 78 11.0
Airing other post- bachelor's work 55 4.1 42 5.9
During master's program 282 20.9 162 22.9
During post-master's teaching 249 18.5 99 14.0
During post-master's graduate study 200 14.8 56 7.9
During other post-master's work 92 6.8 43 6.1
No response 111 8.3 85 12.0

Total 1347 100.0 706 9 9. 8

the field of specialization occurred prior to the decision to earn a doctoral

degree. Approximatel 53. percent of the respondents had decided upon the area

of specialisation prior to the master's program, while only about 36 percent

had decided to work toward a doctorate by this time. Chi-squared analysis

again suggested independence of the two degree groups with respect to the time
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....102pa,2 - PERIOD OF LIFE MAJOR FIELD WAS FIRST OONSIDERED

Period Number

AN.S. f11...6...1
V V AV VC611.

Percent

Of Mose
.........a...1 areaitTIiaena.LMdigiall5

Percent

Awing high school 226 10.9 11.8
Awing undergraduate program 389 18.8 20.4
Airing post-bachelor's teaching 274 13.2 14.4
Awing other post-bachelor's work 91 4.4 448
Airing master's program 382 18.5 20.0
Awing post-master's teaching 230 11.1 12.0
Airing post-master's graduate study 208 10.1 10.9
During other post masters s work 109 5.3 5.7
No response 158 7.6

Total 2067 99.9 100.0

TABLE 53 - PERIOD OF 1.1111 MAJOR

................. FIRST °ONSIDE= VERSUS

Period Number

Awing high school 164
Airing undergraduate program 234
During post-bachelor's teaching 189
Airing other post-bachelor's work 48
During master's program 239
During post-master's teaching 164
During post-masterl a graduate study 141
Daring other post-master's work 74
No response 94

Total 1347

FIELD WAS
DEGREE

E.D.
Percent

4.1
9.5

13.0
4.1

20.9
18.5
14.8
6.8
8.2

99.9

&utter

58
154
83
42

140
65
67
35
62

706

Ph.D.
Percent

6.4
13.6
11.0
5.9

22.9
14.0
7.9
6.1

12.1
99.9

at which they first considered their major (p< .05) e These results which appear

in Table 538 do not lend themselves to simple interpretation, however, it would

appear that the Ph.D.'s tend to decide on the major either very early or very late,

while the M.D.' s tend to group themselves in the middle categories. Since it

was shown earlier that Ph.D.'s decide to work for a doctorate in general earlier

than Ed.D.'s it would seem that Ph.D.'s more often may decide to work for the
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TABLE 54 - PERIOD OF LITE DURING tallall

I4AJOR 14AS FIRST CONSIDERED VERSUS IWOR AND
R PROLOCING INSTITUTIONS

Kajuk
Pacingi

Institutions

During high schoOl
Airing tuideigraduatelprogra4m,

ng post-bachelOtti tai thing
other post-bachelorts work

During master's program
Airing post- master's teaching
During post- master's graduate study
During other post-masterfe work
No response

Total

Number Percent

152
228
138

44
184
122
102

57
71

1098

134
2oitt

12.
4.0
16.8
31.3.

9.3
5.2
6.5

100.1

11.2
rmaJmor

Producing
Institutions

Number Percent

74 7.7
160 16.6
134 13.9
47 4.9
197 20.5
107 11.1
104 10.8
52

. 5.4
86 8.9

99.8

degree prior to their decision concerning the area of specialization. Interest-

ing, but not particularly meaningful, results are shown in Table 54 indicating

that those individuals obtaining their degrees from minor producing institutions

'end to decide upon their areas of specialization significantly earlier than

those graduating from major producing institutions (13.01)1

The simian which follow report results frame particular section of the

questionnaire that was designed to get at the personal motivation involved in the

decision to enter the doctoral program, The rationale for this group of 28

items was as follows: It was hypothesized that the decision to undertake

such a program was probably based upon a complex of approach-avoidance motives.

1

I

In general the use of major versus minor producing institutions as an independent
variable did not prove to be a particularly productive choice compared to degree,
major, length, oommunir origin. The Maher of signitioant ohi.equares between
this variable and questionnaire item was so small that they undoubtedly could
be the result of chance.
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With this in minds, a set of statements was generated representing a wide ranee

of possiblo motive ea. Each statement was then rewritten in two forms. ons of

uhifth tuna vi ed*mA mInA 04Urso m4747 demmeA Foos examgeAidaitmve sr
for greater professional mobility" is considered a positive statementan approach

motive. On the other hand, "fear of being locked in predootoral place of

employment" is considered to be negative or avoidance counter-part of the positive

stateaent. In order to check statement reliability' the statements were listed

in scrambled orders and presented to two classes of doctoral students at Indiana

University. These students were asked to perform two tasks* First they were

requested to sort the statements according to whether or not each seemed to reflect

a positive motive or a negative motive. Then they were requested to take each

positive statement and locate its negative counter-part. Results were obtained

from fifty-two doctoral students in education. The findings suggebtedithat the

statements could be classified as positive or negative with relative ease, but

that pairing was much more difficult. Of the fourteen surviving pairs of items

all wmclassified successfully on the positive-negative abandon by et least

90 percent of the subjects. The most unreliable of the statements was successfully

matched with its counterpart by 75 percent of the subjecteiTtsmodian reliability

determined as percent of successful pairing was eighty-one. The objectives of

this series of items were (1) to come up with an indication of extent to which

each statement of motive ::as considered to be involved in' the decision to enter

a program, (2) a total approach and a total avoidance score. The results on the

individual items are presented in Table 55 and 56. Table 55 lists the fourteen

approach items together with the results on each category of importance. Table

56 presents the fourteen avoidance items together with the distribution of re-

sponses for each. The order in each table is the same. In other words, for

1.5 ...a -
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statement number six in Table 55 there is a counter-part in Table 56 which is

also nunber six. Eadh statement of motive was set up as a kerb -type item.

Ihdividuals were asked to respond on a weighted continuum of importance. If a

statement was considered highly important respondents were requested to score

the item with a one. If a particular item was considered of no importance it

was scored rive. Hence a low score for an item indicated a highly important

consideration, and a high score indicated an item of little impo.tence.

Even a cursory perusalof the responses to the approach and to the avoidance

items in Tables 55 and 56,respectively,show3clearly, that greater importance was

attached to the approach items. With a theoretical mean of three for each item

an expected mean for the total group of fourteen approibh or avoidance items

would be forty-two. The actual mean approach score for the total sample was

35.8, while the mean avoidance score for the total sample was 51.2. While it is

tempting to interpret this result as indicating that the group as a whole was

strongly motivated in a positive direction, it would not be wise to do so without

reservations. It is entirely possible that this series of items in the question-

naire had entirely too much face validity. The approachparidance dimension

built into the series is not particularly subtle. Nemo, responses based on

perception of the dimension would lead the respondent to accept the approach

item and avoid the avoidance item. While this likelihood prevents firm conclusions

on the extent to which the group as a whole was positively or negatively motivated,

it is still possible to make comparison among the approach items and among the

avoidance items. The most acceptable statement of motive for entering a doctoral

program was "opportunity for greater self-fulfillment°. The second most selected

statement was "desire to achieve maximum development of your academic talents

and abilities". The least acceptable of the positive motive statements is
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"a certain fascination with the world of research and exTeriment". This state-

ment was so unacceptable that it is the only one of the upproaoh motives considered

less acceptable than the most accepted avoidance items. The second least accept-

able of the approach motives was "appeal of certain techniques, procedures, and

skills recently developed in their professional areas". It is possible to take

the approach statements and sort them into two categoriesthose that are associ-

ated with self (e.g., opportunity for greater self-fulfillment), and those state-

marts which are professionally, or perhaps outwardly, directed (e.g., desire to

aid in the growth of the profession as a whole or some phase of it). When the

statements are sorted in this way, it seems that the most acceptable statements

were those which are self oriented. (See tie last column of Tables 55 and 56

for ranking.) Of those self oriented statements whims fall in the lower ranks

"desire to work with college age students" was probably among the least acceptable,

simply because it was inapplicable to all those individuals planning to work in

the public schools. "Attraction of higher salaries accompanied by the doctorate"

may involve the faulty assumption that higher salaries do accompany the doctorate.

Hence, a reasonable eummary and interpretation of these findings in Table 55

would seam to be that the positive motive underlying their decision to enter

doctoral programs seemed to be more associated with things like self-sulfillment,

professional mobility and development of talents and abilities, rather than with

air specific desire to aid the profession, aocquire professional or pro-

cedures, or engage in research. To the respondents, professional education

apparently does not seem to represent a positive attractive and dynamic area of

activity in which these individuals wanted to participate. But rather, it seems

to represent assays, or perhaps a setting within which the respondents pursued

personal goals which may or may not be closely related to goals of the profession.



I
possibility of becorrring stale in the predoctoral position". Ranking second was

"lack of self-satisfaction derivable from predoctoral positions". "Fear of being

locked in predoctoral places of employment" was third. Among the least acceptable

of the avoidance statements were "feeling of non - acceptance in your profession",

"sense of inadequacy with the research abilities", and "the tear of general in-

effectiveness of predoctoral positions". The response patterns suggested that

job diaaatisfaction or perception of the job as a dead-end could drive individuals

out of their positions into advanced graduate programs as amens of escape.. It

would seem in general that it is quite rare, however, for doctom aprograms to be

seen as solutions for feelings of inadequacy or ineffectiveness with rerpeot to

their job performance. This latter finding is not particulerllysurprising, it is

1

81

Table 56 indicates quite clearly that, while avoidance motives certainly

did not ate the geoupasaihole, that avoidance motives were involved in B&W

cases. The most acceptable in the avoidance statements was "concern over the

more likely to be success than lack of success that encourage one to pursue

further work in a profession. It is undoubtedly successful motitioners

lathe field and 0_,,dents in the universities that are encouraged by professors

and colleagues to continue their work.

Looking again at the paired relationship between Tables 55 and 56 it is

possible to suggest bother interpretation of motivational pattwn. it is reason-

able to hypothesise that if a positive statement ormetive is considered highly

important to the group as a whole its negative ooturterpart may also be seen

as less objectionable. Hems, positive correlation between pars on an accept-

ability would be predicted. The results of such an analysis show a

rank correlation of .321 indicating that a direction of the relationship is

proper but not strong. For example, "desire to achieve maximum development of
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your academic talent abilities" was ranked second in importance by the respondents.

The negative counter part "concern over the possibility of becoming stale

in predootoral positions" was ranked first in importance. On the ether hand the

positive statement "desire to became a better practitioner of your profession"

was ranked third in importance, but its negative counter-part "fear of general

ineffectiveness in predoctoral positions" was uniformly rejected and raked

twelfth among the negative statements. This. indicated, as was suggested earlier,

that it is acceptable to enter doctoral programs to improve ones skills, but

not if ones skills are inadequate.

Since it was possible to obtain for each individual in the sample a total

score on the approach item and a total score on the avoidance item it was

hypothesized that there might be some differences between sample subgroups

on these scores. Considering the total scores as continuous variables* a one

way analysis of variance was run for each independent variable. The results

show that only the degree groups show a significant. difference. Major fields*

age, program length, communityrorigins, and major versus minor producing instituilm

'show similar patterns in the selection of motives on both the approach and

avoidance dimenelons. in their rating of statements. The results for the degree

group are showninrables 57 and 5S. The results for both the approach and

avoidance scores are egnificant at less than a .01 level and the direction of

the differences seem sto be that the Rd.r4s in both cases are more accepting of

the motive statements. In other words the Ed.D.s are not only more accepting

of, or are more likely to consider, the positively statedEttores,they are also

more likely to consider the negative statements1n tsar decision to enter the

doctoral program. These results should be cautiouslyinterpretedl however,

in that later results seen to suggest that the Ph.D.s in general simply sew to
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TABLE 57 - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF APPROACH SCORES
ACROSS DEGREE GROUPS

Scum

Between groups
Within groups

Total

Sum of squares

73442.85
17509438083
17582881.68

de

l
2028
2029

Mean square

73442.85

8633.85

F-ratio

8.51

Significance

.01

TABLE 58 - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF AVOIDANCE SCORES
ACROSS DEGREE GROUPS

Source Sum of squares de Mean square F-ratio Significance

Between groups 754134.38 1 7547.3.4438 9.33- .01
Within groups 162682095.22 2012

Total 163436829.60 2013,
TABLE 59 - MEAN APPROACH AND AVOIDANCE SCORES

OF DM= GROUPS

Degree

Ed.D.
Ph.D.

Approach
score

34483
36009

Avoidance
score

42.93

47000

be somewhat more conservative in their ratings throughout the questionnaire.

Hence, it maybe unwise to make the superficial interpretation that the Ed.D.a

are more positively motivated than the Ph.D.s.

While the above motives were undoubtedly influential in directing the

individuals in the sample into the doctoral program, it is quite likely that some

uteri in the deeision-making process other people intervened to suggest that a

doctoral program was a possible means of satisying their motives. That this is

the easeoan be seen in Table 60, where on the average the respondents reported

at least one person as having some influence on their &elision to ear-
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the doctoral program. Professional colleagues as a gm* were most often 'peeked

as influential, former professors were important, as was the.spouse. Most

frequently Mentioned in the "most influential" category was some former professor,

with spouse second, and professional colleague third. This itee strongly

suggests the importance of personal contact in the decision to undertake the

program. These results further suggest that it is not other people in the class

sense but particular individuals who are most influential. Professional colleagues

is a class name, and this getup is most often listed as influential but not nearly

so often listed as most influential. There is in addition a considerable amber

of staunch individualist in the group who denied the influence of Other individuals

and elected instead to write in "self". In fact ID percent made use of this

reseonse.2 Those electing an Ed. D. degree seemed more often influenced by a

professional colleague, but Ph.D.s more often considered colleagues I'most"

influential CP4%01). In addition the older group of graduates, as opposed to

the younger group, imdicated significantlygreater influence by colleagues but more

often wrote in "self" as having been the greatest influence. On the other hand

the younger group was significantaymore influenced Toy former professors, spouse,

and parents. These results maybe seen in Table 61 and 62.

Tan addition to the presence of the desire to enter a doctoral program and the

presence of influential persons there must be in addition either opportunity or

the means for undertaking the program, or both. It is quite likely the case

thatanctfer of a scholarship, fellowship, or assistantship; etc. nay lead

21t is important to note here that the last three entries lutists table are "write
in" responses. Hence, the fact that two.bmadlesd-emmeniudieldnals wrote in
'self" should not be underestimated. In fact had it been included among the
response alternatives it could well have been one of the moat chosen respomses.
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TABLE E0 /NDIVIDETALS INFLuisonG DECISION t) 121TEtt DOCTORAL PROGRAM

Professional colleague(s)
Spouse
Parents
Other relatives
Former Profesaor(s)
Employer

Other

Self
Professor

Others

Int lu-
....411

Via WAX&
-a.

ITSTUCIWO

840 40.6
613 29.6
24.3 11.6

89 4.3
629 30.4
313 15.1

Most
luau-
wiz wa.c446 CESIPPPii V

No
&4001710101J1411P 41, 111411111171410

224 10.8 1003 48.5
269 13.0 3.184 57.3
48 2.3 1776 85.9
19 0.9 1958 94.7

394 19.1 3.043 50.4
108 5.2 3.645 79.6

106. 5.1 101
30 1.4 49
20 1.0 19
44 2.1 53

4.9 1860 90.0
2.4 1988 96.2
0.9 2028 98.1
2.6 1970 95.3

TABLE 61 - INDIVIDUALS IhTLUENCINO DECISION TO Ems
DOCTORAL PROGRAM MSS razz GROWS

Ed. D.

Most Most
Siglifidant Significant Significant Sigulficant

% N % N % N %

42.3 134 10.0 262 37.1 87 12.3
30.6 181 13.4 199 28.2 85 12.0
12.2 34 2.5 77 10.9 13 1.8
5.0 23 1.0 21 3.0 6 0.8

30.3 258 19.2 217 30.7 133 18.8
14.8 80 5.9 111 15.7 28 400

Pki DO

N

Professional colleague 570
Spouse 412
Parents 165
Other relatives 67
Former professors 408

ti layer 199
Other

Self
Professor (named)
Friend
Others

70 5.2
21 1.6
11 0.8
20 1.5

61 4.5
29 2.2
10 0.7
36 2.7

34 5.0
9 1.3
9 1.3

24 3.4

37 5.2
20 2.8
9 1.3

17 2.4



86

TABLE 62 - INDIVIWALS =mom DECISION TO
zurst DOCTORAL MORAN orUS

Younger

Host
Significant Significant

N

Professional colleagues 218
Spouse 245
Parents 107
Other relatives 30
Former professors 259
EtloYer 111

Other

Older

Most
Significant Significant

% N N % N %

37.1 78 .10.3 394 42.6 96 10.4
32.4 83 11.0 251 27.1 225 13.5
14.1 24 3.2 92 9.9 15 1.6
440 8 1.1 45 4.9 6 0.6

34.2 179 23.6 241. 26.1 146 15.8
14.7 36 4.8 149 16.3. 58 6.3

Self 43 5.7
Professor (named) 12 1.6
Friend 7 0.9
Others 17 2.2

26 3.4 47 5.1 56 6.1
15 2.0 15 1.6 23 2.5
3 0.4 10 131 11 1.2

16 2.1 23 205 32 3.5

individuals to undertake advanced graduate study who otherwise might not have

done so though the desire influence may have been present. In many oases the

availability of some kind of subsidationisa necessary condition for undertaking

such a program. Table 63 indicates which of these material factors were consider-

ed influential and most influential. The most conmonIrelected financial source

considered influential was personal savings, so designated by 26 percent of the

responses. Next most influential were assistantships, followed by institutional
fellowships and, surprisingly, the G.I. Bill. It had been assumed that the G.I.

Bill as a financial source would long have been exhaustedfor this particular

group, but apparently this is not the case. In comparison to the earlier study

however, where the G.I. Bill was checked as influential or most influential by

36 percent of the sample representing more than nine hundred individuals, this

source of fUnds has seriously rliffriri shed in availability. Further comparlions
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TABLE 63 = MATERLAL FACTORS PNABLING ENTRY INTO

THE DOCTORAL PROGRA1

se4.1

NSF Fellowship 24
NASA Fellowship 39
Institutional' Fellowship 232
Other Fellowship 77
Aesiatantehip 427
Scholarship 102
Leave with pay 155
Gifts or inheritances 50
NDEL Loan 118
Institutional loan (i.e., the

University) 67
Bank or other financial

agency loan 117
Loan tram friends, family etc. 127
Savings 537

1

1

p.,memprot

Most
Luau-
arefAni

1.2 2.7
1.9 46

11.2 56
3.7 93

20.6 190
4.9 26
7.5 86
2.4 14
5.7 9

3.2 4

5.7 21
6.1 30

26.0 134

PArnant
No

Racoon®

0.8 2026
2.2 1982
2.7 1779
4.5 1897
9.2 1450
1.2 1939
4.2 1826
04,6 2003
0.4 1940

002 1996

1.0 1929
104 1910
6.5 1396

Other*

G.I. Bill 240 11.6
Working spouse 145 7.0
Concurrent employment 245 11.8
Others 210 10.2

Percent

*The responses under "other" cannot be separated into the "influential"
or "most influential" categories in this case.

98.0
95.9
86.1
91.8
70.1
93.7
88.3
96.9
93.8

96.6

93.3
92.4
67.5

iith the earlier study suggest that institutional fellowships and scholarships

were considered influential by about the same proportion of the respondents.

This would indicate that while probabl, more such scholarships and fellowships

are available in the institutions,the proportion of total students subsidised in

this way has not changed at all. Since the earlier study the only new financial

resources that have arisen to replace the 0.1. Bill are the NSF and NINA fellowship

programs, and the NASA loan arrangement. Table 63 indicates that

253 individuals in the sample considered these sources as influential or most
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TABLE 64 - MATERIAL FACTORS ENABLING IltiTRY INTO in
DOCTORAL MGM! ACROSS DEGREE MPS

NSF Fellowship
NDM Fellowship
Institutional Fellowship
Other Fellowship
Assistantship
Scholarship
Leave with pay
Gifts or ineritanoes
NMI Loan
Institutional Loan
Bank or other Loan

Bi.D.

Fst,
Influential

N % N %

13
26

158
47

267
59

115
38
86

1.0
1.9

11.7
3.5

19.8
4.4
8.5
2.8
6.4

44 3.3
78 5.8

Loan from family, friends, etc. 73 5.4
Savings 359 26.7

Other

G.I. Gill
Working Spouse

164 15.6
82 7.8

33 1.0
20 1.5
35 2.6

Ph.D.

Newt
Influential Influential

N % N %

11 1.6 4
33 1.8 26 3.7
72 10.2 19 2.7

4.2 44 6.2
22.1 84 11.9
5.7 11 1.6
5 e5 16 2.3
1.6 5 0.7
4.4 6 0.8
3.3 1 0.1
5.2 5 0.7
7.5 4 0.6

24.8 41 5.8

0.6

48 3.6 30
103 7.6 /56
15 1.1 40
69 5.1 39
9 0.7 11
3 0.2 31
3 0.2 . 23

16 1.2 37
26 1.9 53
93 6.9 175

76 13.1
62 11.3

influential, this number is far short of the number of the earlier study so

considering the G.I. Bill. It is also interesting to note that while policies

of leave with pay are generally considered to be more canon among both colleges

and public schools in recent years, the proportion of people indicating influence

of leave with pay has not increased since the last study.

The relative influence of these material factors on :those individuals who

pursued the two degrees is reported in Table 64. These results indicate that

NMI fellowship, .assistentsbips, scholarships, and loans from friends were in

general considered more influential by Ph.D.'s; ladle leave with pay, and NM

loans were cons4lered more influential by the M.D.'s. Table 65 suggests that
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TABLE 66 - ona OF

90

ENTRY INTO DOCTORAL PROMO CAUSES

.11410Ch11It
ett

Lack of adequate finances 306 14.8
Demands of employment 302 14.6
Difficulty of making necessary

family adjustments 174 8.4
Health reasons-individual 17 0.8
Health reasons-other member

of family 26 1.2
Lack..of "leave" polio r at.......

place of employment
No real postponemact necessary
Other

107
790
113

5.2
38.2
5.5

cent
avomow.i.

211
96

47
3

8

21
26

(It

No
Pt:knifing' 12jr.....

104 1550 75.0

4.6 1669 80.7

2.3 1846 89.3

0.1 2047 99.0

0.4 2033 98.4

1.0 1939 93.8
1.2 1251 60.5

4.4 1863 90.1

necessary, eto., the fact that 40 percent apparently. =hesitantly entered their

program can be interpretated to suggest strong motivation. Of those who felt

that a postponment was necessary the lack of adequate finance and demand.s of

their positions accounted for the majority of the postponteents. Maw reasons

unique to the individual are suggested by the unusually high response rates under

"othek As one might expect it was among the older students that the feeling of

the necessity of postporementwas most pronounced. (gee Table 6%) Financial

reasons, demands of employment, difficulty with family adjustment, health problems,

and no leave policy were all listed by the older group as significant reasons,more

so than among the younger group. The younger group iiidioated that family health,

and "other" were most often the reasons for their postponsment. The degree group

also showed some evidence of independence (P .05) f but in this case independence

is not attributable to incidence of postponement. Both the Zd.D. and the Ph.D.

groups indicate about the same proportion of individuals postponing program entry..

The Pc1.1418, however, more often saw demands of employment and lack of leave

policy as contributing reasons to postponement, while the Ph.D0 le more often

referred to highly individualised reasons classifiable only i '4 eie "other".
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TABLE 67 - =AY OF ENTRY INTO DOCTORAL PROGRAM CAUSES

BY AGE OHM

Reason

No real postpones& necessary 389
Lack of adequate finances 75
Demands of eleployment 50

Difficulty of making necessary
family adjustments 26

Health reasons-personal 1
Health reasons-other members
of family

Lack of "leave" policy at
place of employment 20

Other 37

Younger

Signifi-
cant

Reason

% N

5104 11
9.9 42
6.6 9

3.4 2
0.1 0

0.5 2

2.6 2
4.9 25

%

1.5
5.5
1.2

0.3
0.0

0.3

0.3
3.3

Older

Reason

Signifi-
cant

Reason

N N

251. 27.1 3.1

172 18.6 122
200 21.6 67

123 1.3.3 41
13 104 3

17

72
61

1.2
13.2
7.2

4.4
0.3

1.8 6 0.6

7.8 1? 1.8
6.6 54 5.8

TABLE 68 - Data OF ENTRY DM DOCTORAL MGM - CAUSES
BY DEGREE CIOUP

Reason
N %

'I* -to real postpones*, necessary 513

Lack of adequate finances 195
Demands of employment 216
Difficulty of making necessary
family adjustments 1.1.7

Health reasons-personal 12
Health reasons-other minters
of family 14

Lack of "leave" policy at
place of employment

Other
81
56

Signifi-
cant

Reason
N %

Ph.D.

Reason
N

38.1 15 1.1 271 38.4

14.5 143 10.6 109 15.4
16.0 73 5.4 85 1202

84;7 32 2.4 55 7.8
0.9 1 0.1 5 0.7

1.0 6 0.3 11 1.6

6.0 18 1.3 26 3.7

402 54 4.0 56 7.9

Signifi-
cant

Reason
N
11 1.6
66 9.3
22 3.1

15 2.1
2 0.3

2 0.3

3 0.4
37 5.2

3,
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TABLE if) - FACTORS CONSIDERED Di MICE OF DOCTORAL marniunos

Moat
Considered Considered

No
Response

III A 4 1 dalw1 I 4 ems ow" ita....ia in,. 13/1 10 6 'I 1 n C 1 &IA Ala 12
111 OPPOrtUnit; for supplementary

... ..,...,

inmate provided by city 132 6.4 47 2.3 1888 91.3

S i m i l a r i t y o f d epartmental phi-
726 35.1 283 13.7 1058 51.2I Proadmity of the university

losoptgr to personal values 433 20.9 82 4.0 1552 75.1

I
Availability of assistantships,

fellowship°, etc. 448 21.? 199 9.6 1420 68.7
Previous graduate study at this

institution 600 29.0 204 9.9 1263 61.1

11
Nature of initial interviews
Reputation of individual staff

188 9.1 43 2.1 1836 88.8

members 732 35.4 229 11.1 1106 53.5

Reputartment 651 31.5 1
913 44.2 200 9.7 954 46.2

42 6.9 1274 61.6I motion
of the depation

of the university

Attrantiveness of the university

I Availability of the particular
setting 250 12.1 13 0.6 1804 87.3

kind. off' .program zequired for
personal goals 770 37.2 354 17.1 943 45.6

IOthers

I Cost
Influential friends
Change in Environment

I Other
Convenience

I

I

I

I
Istudy led to a kind of institutional commitment

this factor with the reputation factors.

I

27 1.3 28 1.4 2012 97.3
18 0.9 29 1.4 2020 97.7
7 0.3 3 0.1 2057 99.5

18 0.9 36 1.7 2033 97.4
78 3.8 46 2.2 1943 94.0

in the questionnaire. For example, adore of these °cements suggest that a sub-

stantial number of students earned post-master's academic credit at an institution

and this credit applied toward the doctorate only if the doctorate was taken at

this institution. Others indicate that previous graduate study at the institution

had enabled them to assemtheir own potentials and decide upon thatr 111ftlihood

of success in the doctorarprogram there. Others indicatulthat previous graduate

on their part, hence oonfounding



TABLE 70 - DISTRIBUTIONS OF TIME SPENT ON TOTAL PROGRAM, COURSE 11,0RIE,

THESIS LANGUAGE REQuinorrs AND IN RESID/NCE

Leas than 30 months
30 to 39 months
40 to 49 months
50 to 59 months
60 to 69 months
70 to 79 months
80 to 89 months
90 to 99 months
more than 99 months
No response

Total

Entire
Pro-
gram

368
379
313
106
181
151
99
92
182

195
2067

Course

% Work

17.8- 467
18.3 607
15.1 350
5.1 218
8.8 38
7.3 103
4.8 73
.4.5 33
8.8 48
9.4 130
99.9 2067

1. No language requirement
2. No residence requirement

% Thesis

22.6 63

29.4 943
16.9 610
10.5 110
1.8 144
5.0 58
3.5 32
1.6 14
2.3 24
6.3 73

99.9 2067

Total

% Lang. % dense %

3.0 359 17.4 279 13.5
45.6 206 104 21 1.0
29.5 99 4.8 228 11.0
5,3 23 1.1 3'78 18.3

.6.8 32 1.5 197 9.5
2.8 5 0.2 392 19.0
1.5 3 Col 100 4.8
0.7 7 0.3 70,, 3.4
1.2 1080 52.2 295' 14.3
3.5 253 12.2 107 .5.2

99.9 2067 99.8 2067 100.0

Rather surprisingly, availability of assistantships, fellowships, etas was

considered important by only about 31 percent of tbe sample. Considering recent

trends in the direction of bigger and more lucrative fellowship programs, usuaUy

justified on the grounds that it will attract more good students, a real question

can be raised concerning the effectiveness of this particular line of attack. If

one assumes for a moment that the data here are perfectly valid, it would sewn

that moves in the direction of progam development and toward improving the repu-

tation of the university and its staff would lead to more pay-off !Utter= of

attractiveness to students. That is to say,it seems that it might be possible

that with attractive programs and a repuUble institution, students would put aside

consideration of the financial problems and come in large numbers. There is always

danger, however, in making such straight forward interpretations. There is quite

likely some interaction between these factors. It is probably the reputable

universities, having high quality faculty and a variety of good programs, that have
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the most Antis available for assistantships, fellowships, etc. Hence, to choose

the tneivereity upon these dimensions simply amounts to choosing an institute.on

where the availability of awlstantships and fellowships is not a problem.

Table 70 indicates the amount of time spent in the various phases of the

pre6..am. As ems litliv;ated earlier in the report, the median programlasted four

years. This represented a considerable reduction during the five year interval

since the last study. However, it is possible that this is an underestimate of

the true median, since nearly 10 percent of the sample failed to respond to this

item. Voluntary comments from persons in this category suggest that in many cases

their programs had started years ago, and worked at in piece-meal fashion often

with very long intervals between periods of study. As a result computation of

the actual length of program in terms of months was simply too arduous an under-

taking. The distribution of length of time spent on course work is also heavily

skewed in a direction of greater length. The medium lerk,th, however, seems to

be around three years with about two thirds of the sample completing their course

work by the end of four years. If a doctoral program is considered as having

two phases - that devoted to course xi( 7k, and that devoted to writing of the

dissertation - it is interesting to note that the thesis seems to have taken more

time than the course work. This undoubtedly reflects to a large extent the very

ccxamton practice of writing the dissertation after leaving the university. Nearly

two-thirds of the sample required between thirty and forty-nine months to complete

their thesis, while only 3 percent were able to finish under two and a half years.

Only 35.4 percent of the sample indicated that they had fulfilled language re-

quirements. Of this group nearly half fulfilled the requirements in less than
thirty months. The final coltmm of Table 70, total time in residence, literally

defies meaningful interpretation and according to results the modal category is
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TABLE 71 - INCIDENCE OF FULL

Entirely as a full-time student
Mostly as a full-time student
Mostly as a student
Entirely as a rt-time student
No response

Total

Number.: Percent

406 19.6

541 26.2
570 27.6
530 25.6
20 1.0

2067 100.0

TABLE 72 - KINDS OF PAFT-TIME PROGRAMS

Question inapplicable, mostly
or entirely full-time

Summers
Evenings
Part-time days
Off campus centers
Correspondence
Other

M4ys
under-
taken

388
514
385
291

69
12
47

%
De-

seription %

imRe-
sponse

18.8 46 2.2 1633

24.9 150 7.2 1403

18.6 223 10.8 1459

14.1 114 5.5 1662

3.3 8 004 1990

0;6 1 0.0 2054

2.3 10 0.5 2010

79.0
67.9
70.6
80.4
96.3
99.4
97.2

TABLE 73 WAYS I....24NEELEEERFEEMIESED MB MET

*Yu
ful-.

filled

No residence requirement 191

Summers 551
Evenings 228

Part-time days 251

Fal-time during regular
aoadamic sessions 778

No response 68

No
Re-

% script= % sponse

9.2 1
26.6 6

11.0 6
12.1 4

37.6

3.3

0.0 1875
0,3 1510

0.3 1833
0.2 1812

90.7
73.0
88.7
87.7

seventy to seventy-nine months. If we should define residency in this case as

full-time on campus studying, this result is absurd. Two posilbilities suggest

themselves. One is the growing tendency :AE'institutiorm to change from residency
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defined in terms of full-time study for a specified length of time to a definition

in terms of hours. The other possible explanation is that the respondent simply

answecedthisquestion in terms of time spent in their program at the institution.

In other words, residency simply meant to them the time spent at the university.

Clwilmowth.4. 141.41.4. A A. A= M
UMW.AJD MUCK,. taLLO qmozow.sau uy uaba lu Lau L;,- fie 411= UMW.

indicate that it was rare indeed for an individual to carry out his doctoral pro-

gram entirely as a full-time student. On the other hand 25.6 percent of the sample

carried out their program entirely as part -time students, and more than 50 percent

engaged in some combination of full and part-time study. Of these people who

undertook their program as part-time students, the largest single group is their

work during the summer. This group comprised approximately one third of the

total sample and more than 40 percent of the part-time students. The next largest

group consisted of evening students and constituted nearly 30 percent of the group.

Part -time day students comprised an additional 20 pe;rcent. These data may be

seen in Table 72.

The relaxation of institutional regulations on lengthy periods of residency

is quite apparent in Table 73. Only 37.6 percent of the total sample indicated

that their residency was fulfilled as full-time students during regular academic

sessions. More than a quarter of the students were able to fulfill their

residenc requirements by summer school attendance. An additional 11 percent

were able to do so via evening school, and 12.1 percent were able to complete

their requirements as pattime day students. The considerable descrepancy

between the 9.2 percent indicating no residency requirements in this table and

the 14.3 percent indicatirg the same thing in Table 70 f2rther suggests that the

respondents simply may not know of what the residence requirements of their

iustitution consist.



98

It was indicated earlier in the report that the Ph.D.'s in general spent

significantly less time in their program than was true of the EdDets. Not

unexpectedly them, the same is true for the various subuiphases within the program.

With respect to time devoted to course work the M.D.'s in general seemed either

to finish this phase of the program relatively quickly or to draw out this stage

of program over a Very long .period of time. The Ph.D.'s on the other hand seemed

to occupy the intermediate positions on the distribution of time. Overall, there

is a significant difference in the mean length of time devoted to course work

favoring the Ph.D. (p c .05). With respect to the time spent on the thesis no

clear differnces emerged between the degrees, and for the languages, the chi-squared

analysis simply confirmed the language requirement as the most general distinction

between the two degremt. It is interesting to note, however, that nearly three

hundred of the Ed.D. es edidates indicated that they did infect fulfill some kind

of language requiremeute. Hence, the general !tie is far from universal. The

PlepOs significantly more often than the Ed.D.is undertook their pro-

gram on a full-time or mostly on a full-time basis (pe.01). These results may

be seen in Table 74 and 75.

While the younger group as opposed to the older group tended to complete

their course work more quickly in general .001) as in the ease of the degree

groups, this result is due to their monoply of the intermediate positions of the

distribution. There is no difference between the age group in the category "Use

than 30 months". (See Table 76.) Precisely the same interpretation can be made

of the distributions or_ the older versus the younger groups on time spent on the

thesis. (See Table 77w) In addition, the younger group differed from the older

group (p.001) on time spent in residence. Inspection of Table 78 indicates,

however, that most of difference is accounted for by the first category "less than
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30 monthefindicating that the older group was significantly more likely to under-

take their programs as full-time students or mostly full-tires. (See Table 78,)

Whether or not the respondents knew the institutional residence requirements,

or knew precisely when they were in residence, they quite freely responded to the

item requesting information about how the residency was financed. These results

are in Table 79. These data indicate the most common spume of support was an

assistantship or other position in the university. Slightly more than 40 percent

of the sample indicated that this represented a source of funds to them during

residency, and 16.2 percent indicated that this was the most important source

of finances during this time. Thirty-six percent of the staple apparently made

use of savings during this times but only 7.8 percent suggested this as the most

important source of funds. More than a quarter of the sample held scholarships,

fellowships or some other award during this period, and nearly a quarter indicated

that spouses earnings also contributed to finance this period. The Oslo Bill

apparently was still available to nearly 14 percent, and leave with pay was avail-

able to an additional 31 percent. Vale in residence the most won variety of
housing was in off-campus apartment or room. (See Table 8; ) Next most common and

involving nearly 20 percent of the sample was a house owned by the student.

The picture which seems to be emerging here of thanodal doctoral student has a

number of interesting dimensions. Ile selects the institution at which he receives

his doctorate on the basis of availability of a particular kind of program he is

interested in pursuing, with same consideration here as to the reputation of the

university and particular staff members, but with a great deal of consideration

given to convenience of the institution. In general the doctoral program required

about four years of college, exclusive of the master's program. Within this four

years a somewhat greater amount of time was spent on the thesis than was devoted
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74 - DISTRIBUTION OF Tin SP/NT ON COURSE
AND THESIS BY DEGREE CROUPS

WDRIC

Less than 30 months
30 to 39 months
40 to 49 months
50 to 59 months
67 to 69 months
70 to 79 months
80 to 89 months
90 to 99 months
More than 99 months
No response

Total

0111=.1111101111110MIIMIffealsigswielIVILIIIA.

Course work

Ed.D. Ph.D.

320 23.7 141 20.0
366 27.2 239 33.8
214 15.9 1.33 18.8
133 9.9 85 12.0
29 2.1 9 1.3
71 5.7 26 3.7
49 3.6 22 3.1
24 1.8 9 1.3
40 3.0 8 1.1
95 7.1 34 4.8

2347 100.0 706 99.9

Thesis

IMOD*

413

620
384
77
86
42
19
10
20
49

1347

3.0
46.0
284 5
5.7
6.4
3.1
1.4
0.7
1.5
3.6

99.9

Ph.D.

eV

23 3.3
316 44.7
223 31.
33 4.7
52 7.4
15 2.1
1.3 1.8
4 0.6
4 0.6

23 3.3
706 100.0

OF FULL VERSUMja.TIME PROGRAg BY DEGREE

Ed.D. Ph.D.

x 96

Entirely as fullfttime student 254 18.9 3.46 20.7
Mostly as ful3.-tiste student 334 24.8 204 28.9
Mostly as part-time student 383 28.4 184 26.1
Natiroly as part-tine student
re response

365
11

2'7.1
0.8

164
8

23.2
1.1

Total 3347 100.0 706 100.0

to course work. The vast majority. of his program was undertaken on a parttime

basis during the swear and ix evenings. And sometime during the program he left

his job or took leave for full-time study. During this time he held an assistant-

ship, scholarship, fellowship or acme other kind of university position to help

defray his 03961108So Quite often this was supplemented by the earnings of his wife,
and very often by personal savings. Leave with pay was not 11110011111012, and a sur-

prising number still had not exhausted the G.I. Bill. During the residency the
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TABLE 76 - DISTRIBUTION OF ME SPRIT ON COURSE ItOrdi
AND MESS BY AGE GIMPS

Less than 30 months
30 to 39 months
40 to 49 months
50 to 59 months
67 to 69 months
70 to 79 months
80 to 89 months
90 to 99 months
More than 99 months
No response

Total

Course work

Younger Older

Thesis

Younger

N % N % N

165 21.8 211 22.8 25
285 37.6 221 23.9 395
134 17.7 155 16.8 220
77 10.2 103 11.1 33
12 1.6 14 1.5 40

.:30 4.0 54 5.8 1.0
14 1.8 38 4.1 6

5 0.7 20 2.2 . 2
2 0.3 34 3.7 2

33 4.3 75 8.1 24
757 100.0 925 100.0 757

%

3.3
52.2
29.1

443
5.3
1.3
0.8
0.3
0.3
3.2

100.1

Older

N %

26 2.8
374 40.4
273 29.5

55 5.9
75 8.1
36 3.9
19 2.1.
13. 1.2
20 2.2
36 3.9

925 100.0

TABLE 77 - TIME SPENT IN RESIDOCE BY AGE =UPS

No resident requirement
Less than 5 months
5 to 9 months
10 to 14 months
15 to 19 month
20 to 24 months
25 to 29 months
30 to 34 months
Over 34 menthe
No response

Total

Younger Older

N % N

61 8.3. 160 17.3
4 0.5 12 1.3

56 7.4 121 13.1
107 34.1 195 21.1
70 9.2 91 9.8

204 26.9 122 13.2
59 7.8 30 3.2
34 445 18 1.9

129 17.0 3.16 12.5
33 4.4 60 6.5

737 99.9 925 99.9

student and his family lived in a rented house or apartment off-camps, altbragh

there was some likelihood that he simply maintained his origional self-owned

home and oammuted.
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TABLE 78 - INCIDENCE OF PULL VERSUS PAM-TIRE PROGRAMS- BY AGE

. Younger

N %

Older

lairely as a full-time student 217 28.7 126 13.6
Mostly as a full-time student 227 30.0 213 23.0
Mostly as a part-time Student 173 22.8 279 30.2
Entirely as a part-time student 332 17.4 298 32.2
No response 8 1.3. 9 1.0

Total 757 100.0 925 100.0

T SOURCES OF FINANCE DURING RESIDENCY

Important

Scholarship, fellowship or
award 316

Assistantship or other position
lathe university 496

Leave with pay 101
G.I. Bill 202
Loans 303
Savings 584
Earnings of spouse 275
Teaching outside university 125
Other work outside university 159
Private income 15
Other 107

Most. No
$ Important % Response %

15.3 241 11.6 1510 73.0

24.0 334 16.2 1237 59.8
4.9 125 6.0 1841 89.0
9.8 85 4.1 1780 86.1
14.6 46 2.2 1718 83.1
28.2 161 7.8 1322 64.0
13.3 236 11.4 1556 75.3
6.0 77 3.7 1865 90.2
7.7 62 3.0 1846 89.3
0.7 15 0.8 2037 98.5
5.2 57 2.8 1903 92.1

Other insights can be gained into the problem of financing the residency by

looking at the interaction of these sources of thought with the two independent

variables of age and degrest The findings with respect to degree indicate that

the mix, is significantly more likely to have been awarded a scholarship or

fellowehip than the Ed.!). Assistantships, likewise are more likely to go to the

M.D., and significantlyso. The Ed.D.'s Are more likely to finance their residency

while on paid leave, but the two degree groups are about equally likely to have

4.46.ake_13` 'r ` .4.14 14,4'4
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TABLE 80 a SOURCE OF MANCE DURING RESIDENCY BY AGE GROUPS

Younger

Host

Older

Host
Important Important 7.1-44T-',..ant Timpor.4.amt

N % N % N % N %Scholarship, fellowship, or
award 139 18.4 113 14.9 130 14.1 86 9.3

Assistantship or other position
in the university 218 28.8 196 25.9 171 18.5 78 8.4

Leave with pay 1? 2.2 17 2.2 68 7.4 87 9.4
G.1. Bill 127 16.8 55 7.3 49 5.3 22 2.4
Loans 154 20.3 9 1.2 104 11.2 21 2.3
Savings 242 32.0 43 5.? 220 23.8 85 9.2
Earning of spouse 116 15.3 101 33.3 113 12.2 90 9.7
Teaching outside university 43 5.7 19 2.5 57 6,2 48 5.2
Other work outside university 72 905 21 2.8 58 6.3 31 3.4
Private income 5 0.7 2 0.3 7 0.8 11 1.2
Other 39 5.2 17 2.2 45 4.9 35 3.8

TABLE 81 - SOURCES OF FINANCE,..._Mal DEWY BY maim uPs
EL D. Ph.%

MOSt Most
Important Important ..Ipportant . _Important

N % N % N % N %

Scholarship, fellowship, or . ':
award 185 13.7 140 10.4 128 18.1 100 14.2

Assistantship or other position
in the university 311 23.1 186 33.8 1.79 25.4 145 2005

Leave with pay 78 5.8 89 6.6 22 3.1 35 5.0
G.I. Bill 124 9.2 65 4.8 74 10.5 19 2.7
Loans 192 14.3 32 2.4 109 15.4 13 1.8
Savings 374 27.8 121 9.0 208 29.5 38 5.4
Earnings of spouse 170 12.6 155 11 ©5 102 14.4 80 114
Teaching outside university 84. 6.2 56 4.2 41 5.8 20 2.8
Other work outside university 103. 7.5 39 2.9 58 8.2 22 3.1
Private income 7 0.5 9 0.7 8 1.1 6 0.8
Other 70 5.2 37 2.7 36 5.1 20 2.8

made use of the G.I. Bill. A significant chi-square did result on 4/0.1.10 Bill

however, but the significance is to be attributed to the fact that the Ph.Dts

more often checked it as a source of finance while the Ei.D.Is more often checked
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TABLE 82 - HOUSING Du Into nsnauz

Residence hall
University apartments
Low rent university housing

(e.g.ttemporary buildings etc.)
Rented apartment or room off

campus
Trailer iowned)
Trailer rented)
Novae (owned)
House (rented)
Housing rent free for services
Other

Most
Utilized % Utnited. % Response

No

124 6,0 114 5.5 1E129

87 4.2 179 8.6 1801

59 2.8 99 4.8 1909

255 12.3 362 17.5 14.50
11 0.5 16 0.8 2040
10 0.5 4 0.2 2053
105 5.1 303 14.6 1659
122 5.9 195 9.4 1750
15 0.7 22 1.1 2030
43. 2.0 30 1.4 1996

gge5
87.1

92.4

70.1
98.7
99.3
80.3

84.7
98.2
96.6

it as the main source of finance. The age variable indicates again greater

likelibcod that the younger student as opposed to the older is more likely to hold

a fellowship or scholarship. He is also much more likely to hold an assistantship,

and significantly less likely' to be on paid leave. He is signifcantly more likely

than his older counter-part to be on the G.I. Bill, and he is more likely to

borrow money to finance Us residency. In addition, a younger candidate is more

likely to use his savings, as well as depend upon his wife as a financial resource.

What these results seem to suggest is thdthe younger - older variable does in fact

split the sample very meaningfully. These groups are quite different: On the
one bandjthere seems to be the financially Genre older person working through

his degree program at a leisurely pace on a part-time basis. He owns his am

home and the part-time aspect of the program presents no substantial drain on his

resources. When and if he decides to go into residencey, he either takes leave

with pay or manages to support himself in some other way without drawing heavily

even upon his savings. Members of the younger group apparently attempt to get

through their program on a kind of crash basis. They leave their jobs, and

;- ' ' " - '0'4c t
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drawing upon a variety of financial resources, try to complete the degree before

all are exhausted. The results in Table 80 clearly indicate a stronger dependence

on not only a greater variety of financial resources,but also a greater dependence

upon each category of these resources than is true in the case of the older group.

At this point we turn our attention to the evaluation by the respondents by

certain rather standard dimensions of doctoral programs. In all there are twenty-

nine such dimensions posed to the sample for their evaluation. The format which

is followed in this section is as follows: First the question that appears in

the questionnaire is stated. Then the results are presented together with the

data for the total group and with respect to the two independent variables of

age and degree.

Before reporting on each individual item, however, ome of the general results

for this section should be noted. First, the evaluations given each dimension

considered were highly positive and heavily skewed toward the negative end of the

continuum. Although this is uniformly true across all items there do exist

rather striking differences in the distributions as one looks from item to itemD

In addition, the relative incidence of responses on the negative side may in the

long run be more important for the interpretative purposes than the incidence of

positive responses. It should be remembered that these people recently completed,

successfully, a doctoral program which in many cases had stretched over a number

or years and had literally dominated the lives of the respondent and his family

for a considerable length of time. It would be unreasonable to expect them at

this point to engage in a great deal of negative criticism of the program they had

pursued or the institution that conferred their degree. In some sense to ask them

to criticize their institution or program is to ask them to criticize themselves

and they are not likely to do so. At the moment it seems that these recent graduates
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feel quite good toward their program and toward themselves.

1. In interviews prior to the lommulauoiLlhe doctoral _prograin, how

vas the imforia4litaNlW42 assistatik12942212E22MLILEISEIEtaglelegt

The results of this item are presented. in Table 83 and indicate that

approximately 42 percent felt that they had been adequately informed concerning

these matters. A substantial group, constituting approximately a quarter of the

sample, indicated some dissatisfaction with the completeness of their information.

The age groups differed significantly in their feelings about the completeness of

information (p< .01), with the younger group in general feeling considerably

less well informed than the older group. Degree groups did not differ in their

responses to this item. (See Tables 83 and 84.)

2. Estriroleth222Lisir of admission at mat institution?

The graduates were asked to respond to this item on a continuum of selectivity.

The results in the table clearly indicate that they perceived themselves as

members of a highly select group. Nearly two thirds of the total sample indicated

that they felt that the admission policy of their institution was either rather

selective or highly selective. The age groups again differed significantly

(p< .001) and the direction of the difference seems to indicate that the younger

group in general was much less convinced of the selectivity of the admission

policy than was the older group. The Ed.D.Is and the Ph.D.'s also differed

significantly (p(.001) with the Ph.D.'s considerably less impressed with the

selectivity of the admissions policy. (See Tables 85 and 86.)

3. 1.12....ison to doctoral students with fields outside of education how

would you rate the neral caliber of education doctoral students in their

institutim?
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TABLE 91 - BALANCE OF COURSE WYBK EMPHASIS:

TOTAL SAMPLE AND B7 DEGREES

Ed.D. Ph.D.

of

Total

Great overemphasin on the
major area 34 2.5 12 1.7 46 2.2

Overemphasis on the major
area 116 8.6 53 7.5 171 8.3

Proper balance 1000 74.2 515 72.9. 1525 73.8
Overemphasis on courses

outside the major area 114 8.5 54 7.6 170 8.2
Great cmeremphasia on courses

outside the major area 11 0.8 15 2.1 26 1.2
Item inapplicable 67 5.0 49 6.9 116 5.6
No response 5 0.4 8 1.1 13 0.6

Total 1347 100.0 706 99.8 2067 99.9

TABLE 92 - BALANCE OF COURSE WOI1 WHAMS/
BY AGE GRUB

Great overemphasis on the
major area

Overemphasis on the major
area

Proper balance
Overemphasis on courses

outside the major area
Great overemphasis on courses
outside the major area

Item inapplicable
No response

Total

lounger

N

12

60
565

56

Older

N

1.6 28 3.0

7.9 85 9.2
74.6 674 72.9

7.4 85 9.2

11 1.5 9 1.0
51 6.7 35 3.8
2 0.3 9 1.0

757 100.1 925 100.0

4/1/11.1MYWIIIIIIMMIMMINI110.411.01.....10.0.11e

or less of their courses. The younger group apparently encountered significantly

less superior instruction than was true in the case of the older group, as

evidenced by 1.35**Mence of the two age grove (pc .001). In a like manner the



I

108

TABLE 8 /MISSION STANDARDSa TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

Hithilv nal anti va
Bather selective
Somewhat selective
Rather unselective
Very unselective
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

N

52

661
267

39
7
10

11

1347

Ed.D.

% N

Ph.D.

% N

Total

%

26 :1 157 29=2 512 24
47.749.1 337 1005 48.6

19.8 164 23.2 433 20.9
2.9 27 3.8 66 3.2

0.5 5 0.7 12 0.6
0.7 9 1.3 19 0.9
0.8 7 1.0 20 1.0

99.9 706 99.9 2067 100.0

TABLE 86 - ADMISSIONS STANDARDS: BY AGE GROUPS

Younger

N % N

Older

Highly selective 172 22.7 249 26e9
Rather selective 353 46.6 456 49.3
Somewhat selective 170 22.5 184 19.9

Rather unselective 40 5.3 16 1.7

Very unselective 8 1.1 4 0.4
Itan inapplicable 8 la 6 0.6
No response 6 0.8 10 1.1

Total 757 100.1 925 99.9

In spite of the perceived selectivity of admissions policy, respondents were

much less confident of the caliber of student accepted under such an admission

policy. Nearly 22 percents however, did iMicate that they saw the general caliber

of doctoral students in their institution as superior to other doctoral students

at Lat institution. Again the age groups differed in their ratings upon this item.

The younger students agix tended to rate lower on this item than was the

case of the older students. The Ph.D. and Ed.D. groups are independent to this

'ariable (pc .001), but the results are not :,c) clear cut. Both groups distributed

their ratings about as expected in the clearly superior category, the Ph.D.'s
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less often checked the usually superior category, but most of the chi-square is

accounted for in the "often inferior" category. With respect to this category

the Ph.D.'s differed markedly from the

4.. L. tezirla of Et 12EEM.....,-eneE3S do our professional interest- at the preaerat

time the course seems to,have been:

A continuum for this item is one of appropriateness to professional interest.

The general results of both groups again indicate pronounced positive feelings on

this item with only about 64- percent of the total group suggesting inappropriatness.

Chisquared analysis again indicated independence of the age group and reconfirmed t1

tendency of the younger, group to use more conservative ratings. Degrba groups,

however, did not differ on this particular item.

5. In terms of the ' :e number of courses reQuired in ma or area

britdllcati.onand9utsidelzaEma_dotjirehemmrtionLeem be _charm:-

The contInuum in this case is one of balance, from overemphasis on the major

area to overemphasis on courses outside the major area. The general results

indicate a sharply peaked distribution of responses over the five categories with

nearly three quarters of the total responding in the middle category which was

defined as "proper balance". Chi-squared analysis shows independence of the age

groups (p< .01). On this occasionthoweverpthe results suggest that the older

group is more likely to have complaints about improper balance.

6. 149tbisej1122ka and selfrcilx iereenera the.z_g.
2....L.jocylasslanrocedures encounteredluamtheoursevorkirs........1

The results of the total sample again indicate no general dissatisfaction

with this particular dimension of their program. About 50 percent rated their

amount of freedom and self-direction in class as considerable or great, while only
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TABLE 87 PZACELVED CALIBER OF EVJCATION D3G1ORAL STUDENTS:
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

Ed.D.

N % N % N %

Clearly superior 79 509 35 5.0 115 5.6
trauttnY superior 234 17.4 99 14.0 336 16.2
About the same 826 6..3 419 59.3 1253 60.6
tiften inferior 111 8.2 111 15.7 224 1008
Clear4 inferior 10 0.7 10 1.4 20 Z.0
Item itaitplicable 58 403 20 2.8 78 )08
No respdnee 29 4.g 12 1.7 41 2.0

Total 1347 10040 706 99.9 2067 100.0

PhDo Total

TABLE 88 - PERCUVED CALIBER OF EDUCATION DOCTORAL STUDENT:

BY AGE GROUPS

Younger Older

% N %N

Clearly superior 30
Usually superior 109
About the same 478
Often inferior 96
Clearly inferior 15
Item inapplicable 18
No response 11

Total 757

4.0 62 6.7
14.4 163 17.6
63.1 546 59.0
12.7 91 9.8
200 4 004
2.4 43 4.6
1.5 16 1.7

100.1 925 99.8

ten percent suggested that they had little to none. The age groups and degree

groups both were found to be independent at the 1 percent level of significance.

The results for the age group indicate that most of the independence is accounted

for by "the great amount" category where he young group made considerably more

use of the category. In a like manner the Ph.D.'s were considerably more likely

than the Ed.D.'s to rate their amount of freedom and self-direction ELS consider-

ab7e or great.
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TABLE 89 - APPROPRIATBIESS OF 0011RSE.VORK:
TOTAL catam AND BY WORMS

Ed.D. Ph.D.

N

Entirely inappropriate 25 1.9 14 2.0
Rather inappropriate 59 4.4 36 5.1
Moderately appropriate 293 21.8 179 25.3
Definitely appropriate 623 46.3 296 42.0
Extremely appropriate 334 24.8 174 24.6
Item inapplicable 10 0.7 5 0.7
No response 3 0.2 2 0.3

Total 1341 1001.3. 706 30000

vorsmaftwasofewasemezma=tac

Total

N %

39 1.9
96 4.6

476 23.0

925 44.8
511 24.7
15 0.7
5 0.2

2067 99.9

TABLE 90 - APPROPRIAMESSOF:.COURSEADRIC:
BY AGE CROUPS

Younger

N %

Older

N %

Entirely inappropriate 18 2.4 18 1.9
Rather inappropriate 34 4.5 45 4.9
Moderately appropriate 161 21.3 235 25.4
Definitely appropriate 358 47.3 387 41.8
Extremely appropriate 183 24.2 230 24.9
Item inapplicable 3 0.4 7 0.8
No response 0 0.0 3 0,3

Total 757 100.1 925 100.0

rowainswoommoaaworatimok.

7. In how courses jgLz....ioLI:...paE_......dLdzsspsrieamnce instruction

wh.t.c1ioulcL....desoElj2E..as.aTerior?

Clearly the distribution of responses over categories on this item is such

more flattened than is the case for most items in the series. It would not seam

to be unreasonable to interpret the results of this item as reflecting considerable

negative feelings about the quality of instruction. About 40 percent of the sample

felt that they had encountered superior instruction in most all courses. Sixty

percent on the other hand felt that they ancountemd superior instruction in half
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TABLE 91 - BALANCE OF COURSE iDRIE EMPHASIS:
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

Ed.D. Ph.D.

To ri
lir

Total

Great overemphasis on the
major area 34 2.5 12 1.7 46 2.2

Overemphasis on the major
area 116 8.6 53 7.5 171 8.3

Proper balance 1000 74.2 515 72.9. 1525 73.8
Overemphasis on courses

outside the major area 114 8.5 54 7.6 170 8.2
Great overemphasis on courses

outside the major area 11 0.8 15 2.1 26 1.2
Item inapplicable 67 5.0 49 6.9 116 5.6
No response 5 0.4 8 1.1 13 0.6

Total 1347 100.0 706 99.8 2067 99.9

TABLE 92 BALANCE OF COURSE WM FITESASISs
BY AGE GROUTS

Younger Older

Great overemphasis on the
major area 12

Overemphasis on the major
area 60

Proper balance 565
Overemphasis on Courses

outside the major area 56
Great overemphasis on courses
outside the major area

Item inapplicable
No response

Total

11
51
2

757

1.6 28

7.9 85

74.6 674

7.4 85

3.0

9.2
72.9

9.2

1.5 9 1.0
6.7 35 3.8
0,3 9 1.0

100.1 925 100.0

or less of their courses. The younger group apparently encountered significantly

less superior instruction than was true in the case of the older group, as

evidenced by independence of the two age groups (pc .001). In a like manner the
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TABLE 93 - FREEDOM OF COURSE WORK CI OWE:
TOTAL SAMPLE an BY DEGREES

Ed. De

ii iv

1)11111DO

1,1
al

Practically none 23 1,7 10 1.4
Very little 100 7.4 67 9.5
A. moderate amount 388 28.8 193 27.3
A considerable amount 556 41.3 268 38.0
A great amount 267 19.8 151. 21.4
/tea inapplicable 11 0.8 10 1.4
No response 2 0.1 7 4 1.0

Total 1347 99.9 706 100.0

Total

33 1.6
167 8.1
589 28.5
829 40.1
419 20.3
21 1.0
9 004

2067 100.0

TABLE 94 FREEDOM OF COURSE 1DRK CHOICE:
BY AGE GROUPS

Younger Older

Practically none 13 1.7 11 1.2
Very little 65 8.6 '78 8.4
A moderate amount 195 25.8 275 29.7
A considerable amount 294 38.8 380 41.1
A great amount 178 23.5 170 18.4
Item inapplicable 8 Li 7 0.8
No response 4 0.5 4 0.4

Total 757 100.0 925 100.0

degree groups are shown to be independent by chi-squared analysis, although the

independence is not suite as pronounced (p<.05). The direction of the difference

is the same however with the Ph.D.'s in general seeing thenwelvas as encokIntbring

less instruction which they would describe as prior.

8. Of the instruction which would describe rior how much of it

3.n ma or field as a d to other areas?

The overall results of this it suggest that in ,feral the individuals in

the sample were sore pleased with their instruction in their major field than outside
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TABLE 95 - INCIDENCE OF SUPERIOR INSTRUCTION:
TOTAL SANPLE AND BY DECREES

Ed.D.

114

Ph. D. Total

I

I

1

In nearly all courses 104 7.? 47 6.? 152 7.4
In most courses 48? 36.2 197 27.9 688 33.3
In half the courses 413 30.7 221 31.3 637 30.8
In a minority of cases 230 17.1 159 22.5 393 19.0
In very few cases 138 8.0 78 11.0 188 9.1
Item inapplicable 3 0.2 1 0.1 4 0.2
No response 2 0.1 3 0.4 5 0.2

Total 1347 100.0 706 99.9 2067 100.0

MINIIMEMINIIMOOMPIPIK,111011111MMINI111101.

TABLE 96 - INCIDENCE OF SUPERIOR INSTRUCTION:
BY AGE GROWS

In nearly all courses
In most courses
In half the courses
In very few courses
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Younger

N % N

Older

5.3 87 9,

226
40

29.9 333 36.0
253 33.4 256 27.7

154 20.4 170 18.4

81 10.7 75 8.1

3 0(4 3 0.4
757 100.0 925 100.0

of it. More than 50 percent indicated that somewhere between "a major proportion"

and "nearly all" was in their major field. On the other hand only L4.5 percent

indicated that onl- a small proportion or a minor proportion was outside their

major field. The uniformity of opinion on this item among age group and degree

group is noteworthy. Of the twenty-nine program riimensions on which the respondents

were asked to give their opinion only three did not produce signficant chi-

square results for both age group and degree groups. This item is one of those

three, and apparently does reflect uniform positive feelings about the quality

o.t inlitrus on in their major area. This is not to augir,t, however, that
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TABLE 97 SUPERIOR INSTRUCTION IN MAJOR VERSUS OTEIR AREASs
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

A very small proportion
A minor proporticn
About half
A major proportion
Nearly all
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Ecl.D.

N N

60 4.5 57
113 8.4 69
407 30.2 212
513 38.1 251
206 15.3 87
42 3.1 23

6 0.4 7
1347 100.0 706

Ph.D. Other

* N

8.1 118
9.8 182

30.0 624
35.6 771
12.3 274
3.3 65
1.0 13

100.1 2067

5.7
8.8

30.2
37.2
14.2
3.1
0.6

99.8

TABLE 98 SUPERIOR INSTIWCTION IN MAJOR VERSUS OMR MO:
BY AGE (SUPS

Younger

N

Older

N

A very small. proportion 41 5.4 52 5.6
A minor proportion 65 8.6 88 905
About half 250 33.0 272 29.4
A major proportion 274 36.2 346 37.4
Nearly all 101 13.3 129 13.9
Item inapplicable 19 2.5 33 3.7
No response 7 0.9 5 0.5

Total 757 99.9 925 100.0

......=mr.=.

instruction was in fact of high quality. Obviously this cannot be the case sine

instruction in most groups is directed, in any one class, to both majors and

minors as all as individuals who are neither. Yet it is clear in these

results that in any one instructional event the majors will describe it as

superior and others will not.

9. Kitreecess for u jaeareres....msuireme ts

r to the to read fortlee_
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TABLE 99 - VALUE OF LANGUAGE REQUIREMENTS BY THOSE FULFILLING THEM:
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREE

MOD.

N %

Ektremely valuable 6 0.4
Of considerable value 15 1.1
Moderately' valuable 19 1.4
Of little value 43. 3.0
Of no value' 51 3.8
Item inapplicable 744 56.0
No response 461 34.2

Total 1337 99.9

Of those
Ph. D. Total Responding

N %. N % %

43 6.,1J 49 2.4 6.1
47 6.7 62 3.0 7.7

129 18.3 148 7.2 18.3
257 36.4 301 14.6 37.2
197 27.9 248 12.0 30.7
25 3.5 784 37.9
8 1.1 475 23.0

706 100.0 2067 100.0 100.0

TABLE 100 - VALUE OF LANGUAGE REQITIRIMEINTS BY THOSE FULFILLING THEM:
BY AGE GROUPS

Younger

N

Older

N

ExtrEanely valuable 14 1.8 23 2.5
Of considerable value 19 2.5 34 3.7
Moderately valuable 48 6.3 72 7.8
Of little value 128 16.9 122 13.2
Of no value 132 17.4 72 7.8
Item inapplicable 292 38.6 341 36.9
No response 124 16.4 261 28.2

Total 757 99.9 925 100.1

The results of this item indicate that 39.2 percent of the total sample

actually responded to this item. It is reasonable to assume that this is a fair,

although not preeise, estimate, off' the proportion of the sample that actually

passed the language requirements, slightly over 800 individuals. The

distribution of responses across the continuum of value would be more meaningful

it the percentages were based upon the 808 who apparently passed the

tan gage requirements rather than on the total sample. These figures
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TABLE 101 - VALUE OF LANGUAGE naUIRRIENTS BY THOSE MT FULFILLING THIN:
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

159.1 TS
1:11640.16,0

N %

Of no value 199 1448
Of little value 573 42.5
Moderately valuable 290 21.5
Of considerable value 96 7.1
Extremely valuable 44 3.3
It inapplicable 75 5.6
No response 70 5.2

Total 1347 100.0

nt
J.uom y.

N %

9 1.3

25 3.5
9 1.3
9 1.3
7 1.0

264 37.4
383 54.2
706 100.0

rft....a. -1
SO SOCS.L

Of those
ReSpanding

N % %

209 10.1 16.4
600 29.0 47.2
304 14.7 23.9
105 5.1 8.3
53

341
2.6

16.5
4.2

455 22.0
2067 100.0 100.0

TABLE 102 - VALUE OF LANGUAGE =JIRIMENTS BY THOSE NOT FULFILLING THEM:
BY AGE GRIM

/MOM

Younger

N

Older

N %

Of no value 77 10.2 89 9.6
Of little value 212 28.0 262 28.3
Moderately valuable 95 12.5 166 17.9
Of considerable value 28 3.7 58 6.3
Ettremely valuable 15 2.0 29 3.1
Item inapplicable 164 21.7 121 13.1
No response 166 21.9 200 21.6

Total 757 100.0 925 99.9

IleMillM..11.1110.111..MIIMMINORMINIG.IMIIIMINION.110.1.41.1101101/m

are presented in the last column of Table 99. The results indicate that 68 percent,

or slightly more than two-thirds of the sample of those completing the language

requirements, feel that their knowledge has little or no professional value. On

the other hand, 13.8 Der, nt of those rulflink the language requirezent did feel

that their knowleige had considerable value or was extremely valuable.' Additional

meaning can be attacheA to this finding %then compared to the ratings of foreign

language requirements by those who did not fill the requirements. These results
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are shown in the next section.

10. .Wforei2.,gnlanazlfudidnotft'equi.entreanj.sh2LL.aEuL.,iou'ate

the professional value of knowing how to read a *reign language?

Twelve hundred and seventy one of the respondents, about 41 percent, responded

to this item. To the extent that the respondents are representative of that

total portion of the sample not fulfilling language requirements the results ocim

be meanineRycompared to the results of the previous section. The most interest-

ing feature of this comparison is that while 30.7 percent of those fulfilling

the language requirements are willing to rate the requirement "of no value",

only JA .4 percent of those who did not fulfill a language requirement are willing

to risk such a rating. There is little differenP between the language and non-

language groups on proportion considering a reading "knowledge of language of value,

the percentages being 13.8 and 12.5 respectively. As would beexpected

the chi-squared analysis for degree groups on both this item and item nine result

in huge chi-square, and again reaffirm the language requirements as the basic

distinction between the two degrees. With respect to the age dimension significant

chi-square resulted for both items tp < .001 in both cases). The results from

both items tend to show that the younger group in general is much more negative

in their response to the language requirements than is the older group. This is

the case whether or not they were required to pass such a requirement. In addition

to this interpretation, however, these two tables permit an additional interpre

tation with respect to the two independent variables of age and degree. It was

noted early in the report that the Ph.D. group as a whole tended to be younger

than the Ed.D. group. Hence, there has been a possibility that these two variablse3

are highly correlated and should not be treated separately. However, the results

of these two tables clearly suggest that the corr3lation is quite high. In c.se
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of both tables the chi-square would remain significant even if a no response and

inapplicable categories rare excluded from the contingency table. This is to be

considered evidence for considerable independence for these two variables, and

continued interpretation of the results separately for each of the two variables.

11. If it was necessary for v. u to ass a statistics requirement how do

V.....11raletvIlue of t.11122222LES222

In striking contrast to foreign language as a tool requirement, statistics,

another tool requirement, was perceived as having considerably more value. Fifty-

three point four percent of the sample considered this requirement as being

either extremely valuable or of considerable value. (See Tables 103 and 104.)

Only 5.4 percent of the sample saw the requirement as having little or no value.

Ten point eight percent of the sample indicated the item was inapplicable, and

an additional 5.3 percent of the sample did not respond. This would indicate

that somewhere between 10 and 13 percent of the sample did not find it necessary

to pass the statistic requirement it would seem therefore to be a generally

accepted requirement over doctoral programs in education. Chi-squared analysis

indicated a high degree of independence fbr both the age group and the degree groups

(p <.001 for both analyses). With respect to the degree groups the significance

obi-square seems to result from two factors. First the Ph.D.'s in general were

much more likely to rate the rtatistic requirement as extremely valuablelthan was

true for the Ed.D.'s to mark the item as not relevant. This would indicate that

the Ph.D.'s were considerably less often required to take a statistics requirement.

Since on the one hand the statistic requirement was considered to be a prime

research tool for the educational researcher, and at the same time a Ph.D. degree

is seen by many in tEleir profession as the research degree, one can raise a real

question concerning the meaningfulness of this particular kind of distinction be-

tween the two degrees.
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TABLE 103 - VALUE OF STATISTICS EXVIRIMENT:
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

N.

Extremely valuable 467
Of considerable value 381
Moderately valuable 233

Of little value 70
Of no value 11
Item inapplicable 119
No response 66

Total 1347

am),

%

3

28.3
17.3
5.2
0.8
8.8
4.9

100.0

Ph. D. Total

N % N %

282 39.9 762 36.9

160 22.7 547 26.5

80 11.3 315 15.2

26 3.7 97 4.7

3 0,4 14 0.7

103 14.6 223 10.8

52 7.4 109 5.3

706 100.0 2067 100.1

TABLE 104 - VALUE OF STATISTICS REWEBROM
BY AGE GROUTS

Older

N %

Younger

N %

Extremely valuable 331 43.7
Of considerable value 185 24.4
Moderately valuable 85 11.2

Of little value 20 2.6

Of no 'value 5 0.7

Iteurinapplicable 95 12.5

No response 36 4.8

Total 757 99.9

302 32.6

254 27.5
168 18.2

56 6.1
6 0.6
88 9.5
51 5.5

925 100.0

12. Apart from the courses and seminarsae

what extent was the interact n encoura end

of informal semi fessional organizations social events etc.?

The results for this item, shown in Table 105) indicate considerable

dispersal of response. Thirty-six percent indicated that such interaction was

encouraged to a considerable extent or to a great extent. On the other band,a

group only somewhat smaller (33.7 percent) indicated that such interaction was

encouraged only to a small extent or not at all. This is one item on which it
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TABLE 3.05 AMOUNT OF STUDENT INTERACTIONS
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DECREES

Ed. Do

N

Ph. D.

N

TA n vary. erenit nxtAllt 178 13.49 An 11.z
To a considerable extent 350 26.0 149 21.1.

To some extent 364 28.5 195 27.6
To a small extent 337 25.0 199 28.1
Not at all 82 6,1 75 10.6
Item inapplicable 14 1.0 6 0.8
No response 2 0.2 2 0.3

Total 1347 100.0 706 99.9

Total

?Ai 12,6
503 24.3
582 28.2
540 26.1
157 7.6
20 1.0

4 0.2
2067 100.0

TABLE 106 - AMOUNT OF STUDENT =swum
BY AGE CROUPS

Younger

To a very great extent 109 14.4
To a considerable extent 195 25.8
To some extent 208 27.5
To a small extent 185 24.4
Not at all 55 7.3
Item inapplicable -4 0.5
No response 1 0.1

Total 757 100.0

Older

97 10.5
210 22.7
278 30.1
251 27.1
73.. 7.9

13 1.4
3 0.3

925 100.0

is reasonable to expect differences on the independent variable of major versus

minor producing institutions, that is to say,the small programs versus the large

programs. And it is the case that a significant chi-square (p<.05) does result,

but the resultsindicate that student-student interaction is more likely to be

encouraged in the large program than in the small. (See Table 10%) The Fol.D.18

in this case were significantly more likely to indicate that interaction among

students was encouraged than did the Php.D.Is. (See Table 105) Chi-squared

analysis also showed the age groups to be significantly independent with respect
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TABLE 101 - AWAIT OF MOM INTERACTION:
L4AJOR AND 141113R PRODUCING INSTITUTIONS

Major
Producers

N %

To a very great extent 164 1409
To a considerable extent 288 26.2
To some extent 294 26.8
To a email extent 271 24.7
Not at ail 68 6.2
Item inapplicable 11 1.0
No response 2 0.2

Total 1098 100.0

Minor
Producers

N %

95 9.9
214 22.3
286 29.8
266 27.7

89 9.3
9 0.9
2 0.2

961 103.1

to this item, in this case the younger, as opposed to the older group, felt

that student interaction was encouraged to a greater extent. (See Table 100

13. In reference toLt12kecedingitemiwc22......uldouratethe value of such

intezio*actursonany?

The results of this item as shown in Table 107, show a highly skewed

distribution in a direction-of no valuo It is evident then that these recent

graduates do consider student-student interaction as having considerable personal

value to them. If one considers the previous item asking the extent to which

interaction is encouraged in direct comparsion with this item where the value of

such interaction is rated, it is possible to came up with some indication of the

extent to which the respondents felt there was sufficient interaction among

students in their institutions. Even a cursory study of the two tables indicates

quite clearly that they were not so satisified. While 36.9 percent indicated

that interaction was encouraged, 58.5 percent of the sample checked the toitwo

categories of value. Only 11.4 percent of the sample indicated that such inter-

action held little value for them. Both independent variables again resulted
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TABLE 108 - VALUE OF STUDENT LNTMAGTION:
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREE tallOUPS

F1.D. Ph.D.

N % N

Of no value 23 1.7 27
Of little value 129 9.6 56
Of some value 349 25.9 170
Of considerable value 453 33.6 223
Extremely valuabl'i 347 25.8 182
Item inapplicable 41 3.0 46
No response 5 0.4 2

Total 1347 100.0 706

Total

% N %

3.8 50 2.4
7.9 187 9.0

24.1 526 25.4

31.6 679 32.8
25.8 531 25.7

6.5 87 4.2

0.3 7 0.3

100 .0 eira
Or.A/V2067 00

TABLE 109 - VALUE OF STUDENT INTERACTION:
BY AGE CUPS

Younger Older

N N

Of no value 17 2.2 21 2.3

Of little value 60 7.9 99 10.7

Of some value 176 23.2 262 28.3

Of considerable value 227 30.0 314 33,9

Extremely valuable 249 32.9 180 19.5

Item inapplicable 27 3.6 45 4.9
No response 1 0.1 4 0.4

Total 757 99.9 925 100.0

in significant chi - squares on this item. (See Tables 108 and 108.) With respect

to the age variable the chi-square was very significant (p(.001) with the younger

group much more likely than the older group to rate such interaction as extremely

valuable. Curiously enough, the significant chi-square which results from the

degree comparison indicates that two factors are operating: Firstothe Ph.D.'s

are considerably more likely to rate the value of such interaction very low, and

secondly, they are more likely to check the item as inapplicable.



10111.1...FAMIZOIMUNIMIXIMPOMMVUMWAIMMUMMIMallOMBellkIENIMMIllba.=Ca .4144.-4u*.ses,^.1esweliatettomiw-

124

144 ..±.from....onsche edetdul.....!ests and seminars to what extent

as interaction between faculty andattfmacenogLarad!

As was the case with student interaction, the distribution of responses with

student-faaulty interaction was widely dispersed. Slightly more than one-third

indicated that such interaction was encouraged to a considerable extent or to a

great extent, while nearly 30 percent of the total sample indicated that it was

encouraged either to a small extent or not at all. (See Table 110.) Here again

one might expect a 'difference between the major amd the minor producing insti-

tutions in the amount of student-faculty interaction. The results showed,

howeverino difference between those institutions with large programs and small

programs in the extent to which student-faculty interaction was encouraged. (See

Tablo 112.) The perception of the different age groups and the different degree

groups again showed stfatistioial indepolndence (chi-squared .01). The direction of

the difference in the case of age groups was in favor of the younger group who

tended to see a greater encouragement of faculty-student interaction. The Ph.D.'s

on the other hand tended in general to perceive less encouragement of faculty,

student interaction. (See Tables 110 and 111.)

13. Zaln.........ferencetotretenowwould.ouratethevalueol.

such interaction perlonalle.

Again consistentwith the findings on the value of student-student interaction,

the group as a whole tended to see faculty-student interaction as having a highly

different degree of value. Nearly three quarters of.the respondents considered

faculty-student interaction as having considerable value or being extremely

able. (See Table 113.) By comparing the distribution of responses on the extent

to which faculty- student interaction has value to the student, and the extent to

which it is encouraged, as revealed in the previous item, it is clear that students
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TABLE 110 - AMOUNT OF FADUM.STUDEM INTIELACIIONI
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY MORES (()UPS

N

To very great extent 234

To a considerable extent 376
To some extent 452
To a small extent 290
Not at all 83
Itan inapplicable 7
No response 5

Total 1347

9.9
27.9
33.6
21.5
6.2
0.5
0.4

JOU

Ph.D.

N %

76 lryt

Total

N %

211 10t2

157 22.2 537 26.0

223 31.6 682 33.0

189 26.8 480 23.2

51 7.2 334 6.5

5 0.7 12 0.6

5 0.? 11 0.5

7D6 100.0 2067 1010

TABLE 111 AMOUNT OF FACULTY-STUMM INTERACTION:
BY AGE GROUPS

To a very great extent
To a considerable extent
To some extent
To a small extent
Not at all
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

evIonMalwamm11111=wiR

Younger Older

N

95
207
230
172

49
1
3

757

% N %,

12.5 78 8.4
27.3 219 23.7
30.7 334 36.1
22.7 214 23.1.
6.5 66 7.1
0.1 8 0.9

0.4 6 0.6
100.1 925 99.9

TABLE 112 - AMOUNT OF FACULTZ-STUDENT INTERACTIONS
R......1011RDPROLUCINGINSTITUTIONS

Minor

N %

Major

N %

To a very great extent 118 10.7
To a considerable extent 282 25.7
To some extent 367 33.4
To a small extent 256 23.3

Not at all 67 6.1

Item inapplicable 4 0.4
No response 4 0.4

Total 1098 100.0

91 9.5
255 26.5

312 32.5
223 23.2
65 6.8
8 0.8
7 0.7

961 20:40



126

want a great deal more interaction with the faculty than they get. The groups on

this item show a considerable degree of statistical independence with chi-squared

analysis showing that the probability of a chance difference is less than .001.

(See Table 124.) The younger graduates uniformly attach more value to faculty_

student interaction than did the older students. The Ph.D.Is and Ed.D.'s in this

case tended to distribute their rating of the value of faculty-student interaction

at equal rates over the categories. (See Table 113.)

16. To what extent anointment etc.

residence relevant to . .14 Z objectives?

The results in Table 115 indicate that this item could be inapplicable to'

as mary as 40 percent of the group. Hence, the rating would be more mear4n,gfen1 if

based on the percent of those responding. The revised percentages are presented

therefore in the last column of this table. The results indicate that the

vast majority of cases, nearly 80 percent, did involve responsibilities which were

related to program Objectives. Both age and degree* groups, however, did show

considerable independence on this item. In fact, both chi-squares were significant

at less than the .001 level. The younger group was much more convinced of the

compatibility of their assignment with their program objectives than was true

of the older group. (See Table 116.) The same seems to be the case with the

Ph.D.'s as opposed to the rid.ms. These results, of course, can be interpreted

in two ways as has been the case with most of these items. That is to say, either

the differences are perceived, or are real. However, with the exception of this

item the picture of the Ph.D. which has been emergleg has in general indicated

that the Ph.D. group is the more conservative group in their enthusiasm toward

any program dimension. The fact that the Ph.D.'s see pre relevance of their

staff assignment to their program objectives in this case than do the Ed.D.'s
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TABLE 113 - VALUE OF FACULTY ISTEAACTIONs

.01301.0. TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY Drams

N

Ph.D.

N %

Of no value 12 0.9 10 1.4
Of little value 65 4.8 28 4.0
Of some value 248 18.4 131 18.6
Of considerable value 464 34.4 254 36.0
EILtremely valuable 513 38.1 264 37.4
Item inapplicable 44 3.3 15 2.1
No response 1 0.1 4 0.6

Total 1347 100.0 706 100.1

Total

N

22 3.01.

93 4.5
382 18.5
725 35.1
781 37.8
59 2.8

5 0.2
2067 100.0

TABLE 134 VALUE OF FACULTY INTERACTION:
.. AGE; GROUPS

Younger Older

N % N %

Of no value
Of little value
Of some value
Of considerable value
Extremely valuable
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

6 0.8 11 1.2
36 4.8 44 4.8

122 16.1 198 21.4
235 31.0 349 37.7
343 45.3 287 31.0

15 2.0 33 3.6
0 0.0 3 0.3

757 300.0 9 25 100.0

might indicate a real difference. A realistic interpretation then of these

findings might be that the good staff appointments, most closely related to student

programs, are given first to young Ph.D.'s, then either to young M.D.'s or older

Ph.D.'s, and finally to older M.D.'s. While this interpretation would be ex-

tremely difficult to verify with the data at hand, it does seem well worth consider-

ation.

17. How would mitiatettliteducatiotakvalue of
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TABLE 115 - RE LANCE OF ASSISTANTSHIP TO PROGRAM °MOTIVES:

TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREE GROUPS

To a very great extent
To considerable extent
To some extent
To a small extent
Not at all
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Ed. D.

N

329
185
87

54
31
561
100

1347

Ph.D.

N

24.4 265
13.? 108
6.5 36
4.0 21

2.3 9

41.6 222
7.4 45

99.9 706

Of those
Total responding

N

37.5 600

15.3 296
5.1 124
3.0 76

1.3 40
31.4 784
6.4 147

100.0 2067

29.0 52.8
14.3

10.9
3.7 6.7

5

37.9
7.1
99.9 100.0

TABLE 116 - RELEVANCE OF ASSISTANTSHIP TO PROGRAM OBJECTIVES:
BY AGE GROUPS

Younger Older

N % N %

To a very great extent 304 40.2

To considerable extent 137 1801

To some extent 53 7.0

To a small extent 23 3.0

Not at all 8 1.1

Item inapplicable 201 26.6

No response 31 4,1

Total 757 100.1

96
185

93
46
37
23
96

576

20.0
10.1
5.0
4.0
2.5

48.1
10.4

100.1

0mwmumIMINMIMINNPI11.....=

That the group as a whole tends to feel that their appointment had educational

value can scarcely be questioned. The results in Table U.?, corrected for these

apparently not having appointments, indicate that 58.8 percent of the individuals

consider their appointment extremely valuable, educationally. speaking. A total

of 83 percent rated the r-,lational value of their appointment in the top two

categories, while only4.5 percent considered the appointment as having little cr

no educational value. The age groups and degree groups were statistically inde-

pendent on their assignment of ratings on this item at the .001 and .01 levels,
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TABLE 117 - VALUE OF ASSISTANTSHIP: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREE GROUPS

Of those
Ed.D.

N %

Of no value 7 0.5
Of little value 29 2.2
Of some value 93 6.9
Of considerable value 162 12.0
Extremely valuable 389 28.9
Item inapplicable 563 41.8
No response 104 7.7

Total 1347 100.0

Ph.D.

N

3
12
46

107
270
220
48

706

Total responding

% N

0.4 10
1.7 41
6.5 141

15.2 273
38.2 664
31.2 784

6.8 154
100.0 2067

0.5 0.9
2.0 3.6
6;8 12.5

13.2 24.2
32.1 58.8
37.9
7.4

99.9100.0

TABLE 118 - VALUE OF ASSISTANTSHIP: BY AGE GROUPS

Younger Older

N

Of no value 1
Of little value 14
Of some value 52
Of considerable value 126
Ektremely valuable 330
Item inapplicable 202
No response 32

Total 757

%

0.1
1.8
6.9

16.6
43.6
26.7
4.2

99.9

N %

7 0.8
19 2.1
64 6.9
82 8.9

207 22.4
446 48.2
100 10.8
925 100.1

respectively. (See Tables 117 and 118.) While both the older and younger groups

ranked the educational value of this appointment highly, the major portion of the

chi-square is accounted for in two categories. The younger group tended to use

the category "extremely valuable" a great deal less than the older group. On the

other hand,the younger group more often than the older group tended to use the

category "ce- considerable value." Exactly the same interpretation can be made

of the results for the two degree groups with the Ph.D.'s tending to be slightly

more conservative than the Ed.D.ts with respect to the educational value of their

staff appointments. As in the case of the previous item, however, much of the
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chi-square is accounted for not by differences in rating, but by differences in

proportions holding staff appointments.

18. How useful was =neral advice and counseli on academic and fessional

mattorn?

The respondents in general were not dissatisfied with thei value and useful-

ness of the advice and counseling they received during the program. Only 10 per-

cent indicated little or no usefulness for this aspect of their program. Neither

the age variable nor the degree varial...a., showed independence with respect to this

items (See Tables119 and 120.)

19. To what extent was there ongoing research in your field of interest

and your institution?

The results for this program dimension show that somewhat less than half of

the total sample felt that the amount of research going on at their institution

and their field of interest was considerable or great. Howeveri slightly more

than a quarter of the sample indicated that the amount of research in their field

was limited to non existent. (See Table 121.) It would be reasonable to expect

systemattcinstitationalwiation on the amount of research going on and this does

seem to be the case. Using major versus minor producing institutions as the

independent variable, chi- squared analysis does indicate a very high degree of

statistical independence (p, .001) in predicted direction. (See Table 123.) The

students from the major producing institutions do in general tend to see a great

deal more ongoing research in their field of interest. The younger group in gen-

eral also tendsto see relevant research going on to a greater extent than does

the older group. The degree groups also show independence (0) .005), but the chi-

squares seem to be accounted for in the extreme categories. (See Table 121.)
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TABLE 119 - VALUE OF ADVICE AND COUNSELING:
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREE S

Ph. De Total

N % N % N %

Extremely useful 410 30.4 171 "" 24.2 586 28.4
Of considerable usefulness 441 32.7 229 32.4 673 32.6
Moderately useful, 333 24.7 198 28.0 536 25.9Of little use 96 7.1 69 9.8 166 8.0
Useless 25 1.9 17 2.4 42 2.0
Item inapplicable 37 2.7 16 2.3 53 2.6
No response 5 0.4 6 0.8 11 0.5Total 1347 99.9 706 99.9 2067 100.0

TABLE 120 - VALUE OF ADVICE AND COUNSELING:
BY AGE GROUPS

Younger

N %

Older

N %

Extremely useful 226 29.9 244 26.4
Of considerable usefulness 242 32.0 304 32.9
Moderately useful 199 26.3 243 26.3Of little use 56 7.4 83 9.0
Useless 12 1.6 22 2.4
Item inapplicable 16 2.1 25 2.7
No response 6 0.8 4 0.4

Total 757 100.1 925 100.1

The Ph.D.'s seem to see research going on in their field of interest either to

a very great extent or not at all.

20. 122.............111...pp....iereotitrhatextentweirtuniesfor doctoralstudElLtuara.:
cipate in this research?

Thirty-eight point three percent of the sample indicated that there was a

tonsiderable to great amount of opportunity for them to participate in this

research. Twenty -six: percent rated the extent of opportunity as small to nom-

existent. If one compares the distribution of responses on this item to the

.
.

,;,.t,
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TABLE 121 - INTO OF ONGOING REMARCE: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGERES

Ed.D.

N

To a very great extent 243 18.0
To considerable extent 383 28.4
To some extent 332 24.6
To a small extent 271 20.1
Not at all 88 6.5
Item inapplicable 16 1.2
No response 14 1.0

Total 3347 99.8

Ph.D.

N

157,
201;
158°
108

74
2
6

706

Total

N

22.2 404
28.5 587
22.4 492
15.3 382
10.5 164
0.3 18
0.8 20

100.0 2067

19.5
28.4
23.8
18.5
7.9
0.9
1.0

100.0

TABLE 122 - INTEL' OF ONGOING RMEARClis BY AGE GROUPS

Older

N %

Younger

N %

To a very great extent 176 23.2
To considerable extent 217 28.7
To some extent 172 22.7
To a small extent 130 17.2
Not at all 51 6.7
Item inapplicable 5 0.7
No response 6 0.8

Tptal 757 100.0

149 16.1
270 29.2
224 24.2
183 19.8

80 8.6
12 1.3
7 0.8

925 100.0

TABLE 123 - INTEREST OF ONGOING RESEARCH:
MAJOR VERSUS !MDR MIMING INSTITUTIONS

To a very great extent
To considerable extent
To some extent
To a small extent
Not at all
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Younger Older

N % N

282 25.7 120 12.5
337 30.7 248 25.8
225 20.5 266 27.7
166 15.1 214 22.3
72 6.6 91 9.5
7 0.6 11 1.1
9 0.8 11 1.1

1098 100.0 961 100.0

4 A

1
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distribution of the previous item, there is a suggestion of a slight lag between

the extent of opportunities to participate in research and the amount of research

going on. (See Table 124.) This could be interpretated to mean that the students

in general were not entirely pleased with the extent to which they were able to

participate in the research activities of the institution. The age groups, but

not the degree groups, showed statistical independence on this item (p> .001).

The direction of the difference is consistent with the findings with respect to

item 16 where the younger group seem more often able to gain assistantships

cor o lated with their program objectives: In this case the younger group saw

themselves as more free to participate in ongoing research in their field of inter-

est at their institution. (See Table 1250) Analysis of the degree group did not

quite reach statistical significance, but the trend is in a similar direction with

the Ph.D. group as seeing- themselves as more free to participate in ongoing

research in their institution.

21. In terms of relative basis of duction of individuals c.w.etent in

research as opposed to production of competent college teachers, the program of

your university seemed to be charaterized by:

The general results of the total sample on this item show a sharply leptokurtic

distribution with 56.6 percent of the sample feeling that the balance was proper.

(See Table 126.) The proportion perceiving overemphasis on teaching was 1448 percent,

Since again one might predict institutional variation on balance with respect to

this particular continuum, the large-small program variable was brought into the

analysis. A significant chi-square (11).401) does result, and indicate that

students fran large institutions are more likely to perceive an overemphasis .

onresearoh while those from small institutions are more likely to see an over.

emphasis cla teaching. (See Table 128.) The younger and older groups again differ
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TABLE 124 - gum OF OPPORTUNITIES TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH:
TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

Ed. D.

N %

Ph. D.

N %

Total

N

To a very great extent 174 12.9 122 17.3 298 14.4
To considerable extent 322 23.9 165 23.4 494 23.9
To some extent 385 28.6 196 27.8 582 28.2

To .a small extent 235 17.4 107 15.2 342 16.5

Not at all 131 9.7 63 8.9 197 9.5
Item inapplicable 87 6.5 44 602 132 6.4
No response 13 1.0 9 1.3 22 1,1

Total 1347 140 706 100.1 2067 100.0

TABLE 125 - EXTENT OF OPPORTUNITIES TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH:
BY AGE GROUPS

Younger

N %

Older

N %

To a very great extent 151 19.9 94 10.2

To considerable extent 191 25.2 206 22.3

To some extent 203 26.8 282 30.5

To a small extent 112 14.8 163 17.6

Not at all 56 7.4 105 11.4

Item inapplicable 40 5.3 65 7.0

No response 4 0.5 10 1.1

Total 757 99.9 925 100.0

significantly in their relative perception of the balance of research teaching

emphasis in their institution (p> .01). &planation of the chi-square, however,

lies not in the researdh,teacbing dichotomy, but rather imbalance versus imbalance.

(See Table 127) Younger students tend more often to see imbalance in the direction

of either research or teaching while the older group is much more lilelyto see a

proper balance. The degree groupe show statistical independence at the .001 level

of significance. The Ph.D.Is again deny allegianosto the trend toward defining

their degree strictly in terms of research, for it is the Ph.D. who is more likely
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TABLE 126 RELATIVE EMPHASIS OF PROMOTION OF INDIVIDUALS IN
MEECH AS OPPOSED TO PROMOTION OF COLLEGE TEACHERS:

TOTAL SAMPLE AM BY DBMS

Ed.D.

N %

Great overemphasis on research 39 2.9
Overemphasis on research 186 13.8
Proper balance 801 59.5
Overemphasis on teaching 198 14.7
Great overemphasis on teaching 22 1.6
ItAta inapplicable 87 6.5
No response 14 1.0

Total 1347 100.0

Ph.D. Total

N % N %

54 7.6 93 4.5
153 21.7 343. 16.5
359 50.8 1173. 56.6
79 11.2 278 13.4

8 1.1 30 1.4
40 5.7 127 6.3.
13 1.8 2? 1.3

706 99.9 2067 99.8

TABLE 127 - RELATIVE WHAMS OF PROMOTION OF INDIVIDUALS IN
MEM AS OPPOSED TO PROMOTION OF COLLEGE TEACHERS:

BY AGE GROUPS

Groat overemphasis on research
Overemphasis on research
Proper balance
Overemphasis on teaching
Great overemphasis on teaching
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Younger Older

N % N %

41 5.4 38 4.1
1.32 17.4 137 14.8
406 53.6 544 58.8
112 14.8 124 13.4

16 2.1 8 0.9
43 5.7 61 6.6
7 0.9 13 1.4

757 99.9 925 100.0

to see overemphasis on research and underamphasis on teaching. Conversely the

MUD. is sore likely to see a proper balance along with overemphasis on teaching

and underasphasis on research.

22. The doctoral diassration at theiz,....z...truniversi seemed to be yea

real in mos &mutt&
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TABLE 128 RELATIVE EMPHASIS OF PRODUCTION OF INDIVIDUALS IN
RESEARCH AS OPPOSED TO PRODUCTION OF COLL= TEACHERS:

BY MAJOR VERSUS MINOR PROLUCING INSTITUTIONS

Great overemphasis on research
Overemphasis on research
Proper balance
Overemphasis on teaching
Great overemphasis on teaching
Item inapplicable
No Response

Total

Major Minor
Producing Producing

N % N %

69 6.3 24 265
197 17.9 141 14.9
E09 55.5 556 57.9
126 11.5 152 15.8
13 1.2 17 1.8
71 6.5 56 5.8
3,3 1 1

1098 100.0
.2

961
13

100.1
.4

A continuum here is one of agreement and results of the total group indicate

that almost a quarter of the total sample agreed to sons extent with the strongly

negative statement posed to him. Only 18.4 percent disagree- strongly, while a

total of 66.4 percent do either disagree or disagree Stronfly6 Relatively few

(9.2 percent) do not have strong opinions on this matter. (See Table 129) The

degree groups tend to distribute their responses in parallel fashion, and as a

result the chi-squared analysis shows no independence. The age groups on the

other hand do show independeace at the .001 level. In this case the results are

somewhat complex, ohi-square seems to be accounted for in three oategoriestwith

the younger group wombat less likely to have no opinion, more likely to disagree,

but less likely to disagree strongly, than is the case with respect to the re-

sponses of the older group. (See Table 130)-

3, %at cle.m.of freedom end self direction wasieners allily...ows11n the

devt2mito......,f the dissertatio

Results in Table 131 indicate that &bloat 86 percent of the total sample felt

that they had experienced a considerable amount, to a great amount of freedcm
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TABLE 129 - DOCTORAL DISSERTATION PERCEIVED As T4EORIOUS =WISE
THAN AN INTELLECTUAL EEPPlanaci TOTAL SAMPLE

AND BY ream=

Agree strongly

Ed. D. Ph. D. Total

N % N % N %

81 6.0 52 7.4 133 6.4
Agri. 232 17.2 119 16.8 -353 17.1
No opinion or can't say 331 9.? 59 8.4 191 9.2
Disagree 658 48.8 328 46.4 993 48.0
Disagree strongly 237 17.6 140 19.8 381 18.4
No response 8 0.6 8 1.1 16 0.8

Total 3347 99.9 706 99.9 206? 99.9

C.11.1111.11PIMMINNIIMIN1111140.011,

TABLE 130 - DOCTORAL DISSERTATION PERCEIVED AS LABORIOUS =WISE
THAN AN INTELLECTUAL EXPERIENCES Br AGE =UPS

Younger Older

N % N %

Agree strongly 49 6.5 6D 6.5
Agree 128 16.9 161 17.4
No opinion or can't say 65 8.6 92 9.9
Disagree 380 50.1 431 46.6
Disagree strongly 333 17.5 170 18.4
No response 2 0.3 11 1.2

Total 75? 99.9 925 100.0

11011111111.1101111.=101111111MMIMININIIM~111IMINIMIIMIONINVIMMOMMIIM01111.1M1111..

and self direction in the development of the dissertation problem. Chi-squared

analysis showed a difference at the one percent level of significance with the

age group, but no difference between the degree groups. In general, the younger

group tended to see a greater amount of freedom and self direction in development

at their dissertation problems than did the older group. (See Table 132)

24. .,...14Hor...E11!....wastheadviceandu......................pidance of amdissertaition director?

The distribution of responses on this it shows considerably more variance

than on the previous item, indicating, perhaps, that not all individuals in the

eample felt the freedaa and self direction in working out the dissertation groblem

,-,440%,:t4".4***10.,....



I

I

I

gamMIPMEt

338

TABLE 131 - MGM OF FREEDOM AND Sglie DIRECTION ALLOWED
IN DEVELOMENT OF DISSERTATION:TOTAL SAMPLE AND

BY DEGREES

FA. D.

N %

Practically none 14 1.0
Very little 31 2.3
A moderate amount 153 11.4
A considerable amount 423 33..4
A great amount 723 53.7
Item inapplicab?.e 1 0.1
No response . 2 0.1

Total 1347 100.0

Ph.D. Total

N % N

4 0.6 18 0.9
17 2.4 103 2.3
63 8.9 217 10.5

205 29.0 635 30.7
412 58.4 1141 55.2

1 0.1 2 0.1
4 0.6 6 0.3

706 100.0 2067 100.0

TABLE 132 - DEGREE OF FREE= AND SELF DIRECTION ALLOWED .

IN DEVELOPMENT OF DISSERTATION: BY AGE GROUPS

Practically none
Very little
A moderate aniount

A considerable amount
A great amount
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Younger Older

N N %

6 0.8 9 1.0
15 2.0 26 2.8
63 8.3 108 11.7

209 27.6 303. 32.5
461 60.9 478 51.7

3. 0.1 1 0.1
2 0.3 .2

757 100.0 925
2

1000.0

was entirely desirable. In any event "adequacy" is a vague tern in fldEi.item; especially

its relation with previous items. If a person feels that a great deal of freedom

and self direction is desirable in the development of a dissertation he :may ratite

advice and guidance of his dissertatiaa director as adequate if he receives. no such

advice and guidance, and inadequate if he receives a great deal. The converse

of this problem can be applied, of course, to those who feel that freedom and

self direction in the development of a dissertation problem is a handicap. Therefore
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this item should not be related too closely to the preceding item. It is quite

likely, however, that the 13.3 percent who felt that the advice and guidance of

the dissertation director was less than adequate, did feel that they had more

freedom than they needed. The degree groups did not differ on this items, cat

the age groups showed independence at the .01 level, with the younger group seeming

more satisified with the adequacy of the advice and guidance of the dissertation

directors. These results are presented in Tables 133 and 134.

25. Row would you rate the general 12).f`u.lness of...m..doctoral committee

other than the thesis director dlissertattn ?
The distribution of the responses of the total group on this item is nearly

rectangular over the first four categories indicating a much wider than usual

range of satisfcation with this dimension of their program.

Twenty-one point four percent of the sample felt that a doctoral committee

exclucling the thesis director was very helpful and 6.6 percent felt that it was

of no help. Combining the two positive and two negative categories 43.8 percent

felt that the committee was either of considerable help or very helpful, while

28.1 percent felt that the committee was of little or no help. This item also

represents the third of the three items previously mentioned on which neither the

differences on degree groups or age groups was signif!,cant. (See Tables 135 and

136)

26. In your, thesis work how would rate the.extent

sent and or .. schools 000.;-:ted in rovi. .! sources of data and

opportunities for experimentation?

The group as a whole seemed quite pleased with this particular dimension of

their program, in all 63.9 percent indicated that cooperation for purpose of

research was extremely satisfactory or highly satisfactory. The Ph.D.'s, however,



140

TABLE 133 - ADEQUATE ADVICE AND GUIDANCEs TOTAL SMILE AND BY DEMOS

Completely adequate
Highly adequate
Adequate
Rather inadequate
Completely inadequate
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

BM111141.11."01MM101...B.M.111011104.1...1.1Z.0".0111MMM11011.0.0

eir library

facilities satisfactory to extremely satisfactory and 144 percent i-tioating an

unsatistaotoly reaction to the library facilities at their institution. This is

11.1111aMoll0=0.2.11,MMEr

TABLE 134 - ATE AWICE AND GUIDANCE: BY AGE GROINS

Completely adequate
Rielly adequate
Adequate
Rather inadequate
Complete 37 inadequate
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Younger Older

N % N %

272 35.9 302- 32.6
227 30.0 258 27.9
157 20.7 222 24.0

34 11.1 110 11.9
13 1.7 23 2.5
2 0.3 3 0.3
2 0.3 7 0.8

757 100 .0 925 100.0

were significantly less satisfied with research cooperation than were the Ed,D.'s.

And at the same time the younger group seemed more satisfied. than the older (p<.01).

These results may be seen in Tables 137 and 138.

27. Row would you rate the ad- .uaoy of the university libr for thesis

work?
ansatillesolla

This program dimension was perceived as generally satisfactory over the group

with 84.8 percent of the sample indicating that they considered their library

facilities satisfactory to extremely satisfactory and 144 percent i-tioating an

unsatistaotoly reaction to the library facilities at their institution. This is
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TABLE 135 - 'idLPFULNESS OF DOCTORAL camans OMR THAW
THESIS DIREMORs TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEG= S

Very helpful
Of considerable help
Moderately helpful
Of little help
Of no help
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Ed. D.

N %

303 22.5
304 22.6
362 26.9
295 21.9

74 5.5
6 0.4
3 0.2

1347 100.0

Ph. D.

N %

138 19.5
256 22.1
194 27.5
246 20.7
62 8.8
7 1.0
3 0.4

706 100.0

Total

N %

442 21.4
463 22.4
563 27.2
444 21.5
136 6.6
13 0.6
6 0.3

2067 100.0

11110111111MIMPIIIM

TABLE 136 - HELPFULNESS OF DOCTORAL CONMIITEE OTHER THAN
THESIS DIRECTOR: BY AGE GROUPS

NIMIIMMIMISUP1111110

Younger

N %

Older

N %

Very helpful 159 21.0 193 20.9
Of considerable help 165 21.8 209 22.6
Moderately helpful 213 28.1 247 26.7
Of little help 162 21.4 203 21.9
Of no help 51 6.7 62 6.7
Item inapplicable 6 0.8 7 0.8
No response 1 0.1 4 0.4

Total 757 99.9 925 100.0

another dimension on which one can reasonably expect a difference between the

responses of those individuals from large programs as opposed to those individuals

from small programs. The chi-squared analysis tends to support this hypothesis

at a significance level of less than .001. The direction of the difference not

unexpectedly is In favor of greater satisfaction among the major producing ineti-

utictie. Chi-squared analysis also showed more favorable attitudes held by both

the M.D. and the younger group and among degree groups and age groups respec-

tively. The results are presented in Tables139, 140 and 141.
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TABLE - 137 OCPERATION 1N PROVIDING DATA AND OFTORTUNITIRS
FOR EIPMIMENTATION: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

libttremely satisfactory

Highly satisfactory
Moderately satisfactory
Rather unsatisfactory
Completely unsatisfactory
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

N

500
381
186

46
20
210

134

DI Ph.D.

% N

37.1 228
28.3 200

13.8 101

3.4 23

1.5 22
15.6 127

5
100.0 706

Total

% N

32.3
28.3
143
3.3
3.1
18.0
0.7

100.0

731 35.4
589 28.5

287 13.9
71 3.4
42 2.0

338 16.4
9

2067 100

TABLE 138 - COOPERATION IN PROVIDING DATA AND OPPORTUNITIES
FOR EXPERIMENTATION: BY AGE =UP S

Younger

N %

Ettremely satisfactory 292 38.6
Highly satisfactory 199 26.3

Moderately satisfactory 113 14.9

Rather unsatisfactory 18 2.4

Completely unsatisfactory 12 1.6

Item inapplicable 122 16.1

No response 1 0.1

Total 757 100.0

Older

300 32.4
274 29.6
126 13.6
42 4.5
19 2.1
157 17.0

7 0.8
925 100.0

28. In thesis work how would rate the extent to which de rti :.rats

made facilities jai calt51ata?
Results for this program dimension indicate that slightly over 50 percent

were either extremely satisfied or highly satisfied with the facilities for

treating data. Only 21.2 percent indicated dissatisfaction. The 23.1 percent

which marked this item as "inapplicable" can probably be considered an index of

the proportion of the dissertatima not involving a significant empirtcal dimension.

Again there is the obvious possibility of institutional differences on this
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TABLE 139 - ADEQUACY OF UNIVERSITY LIBRARY: TOTAL SAMPLE

AND BY woo S

al drawly unsatisfactory
Rather unsatisfactory
Moderately satisfactory
Highly satisfactory
Extremely satisfactory
No response

Total

Ph.D.

N % N % N

105 7.8 55 7.8
94 7.0 41 5.8

293 21.8 126 17.8
500 37.1 250 35.4
348 25.9 225 31.9

6 0.4 9 1.3
3346 100.0 106 100.0

Total

160 7.7
138 6.7
426 20.6
752 36.4.
575 27.8

16 0.7
2067 99.9

TABLE 140 - AMU= OF UNIVERSITY LIBRARY: BY AGE GNAWS

Younger

N % N %

Older

Extremely unsatisfactory 47 6,2 83 9.0
Rather unsatisfactory 63 8.3 55 5.9
Moderately satisfactory 141 18.7 207 22.4
Highly satisfactory 270 35.7 343 37.1
Extremely satisfactory 227 30.0 233 25.2
No response 8 1.1 4 0.4

Total 756 100.0 925 10040

TABLE 141 - ADEQUACY OF mavnisnsi LIBRARY: MAJOR VERSUS
mnaut P1 CING INAITUTIONS

Major Minor
Producing Producing

N N %

Extremely unsatisfactory
Rather unsatisfactory
Moderately satisfactory
Highly satisfactory
Extremely satisfactory
No response

Total

91 8.3 69 7.2
46 4.2 92 9.6

176 16.0 247 25.7
394 35.9 353 36.8
382 34.8 193 20.1

9 0.8 6 0.6
1098 100.0 960 100.0
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TABLE 142 - FACILITIES AVAILABLE FOR COMP/LING, TABULATION AND
OCHPUTING DATA: TOTAL SIMPLE AND BY DEGRRES

734.D. PhD. Total

N % N

Extremely satisfactory 372 27.6 234 33.1 610 29.5Highly satisfactory 278 20.6 149 21.1 430 20.8Moderately satisfactory 208 15.4 88 12.5 298 14.4Rather unsatisfactory 82 6.1 52 7.4 235 6.5
&trams ly unsatisfactory 59 4.4 38 5.4 97 4.7
Item inapplicable 336 24.9 138 19.5 478 23.1
No response

Total
12 0.9 7 1.0 0.9

1347 99.9 70b 100 .0 99.9

TABLE 143 - FACILITIES AVAILABLE FOR COMPILING, TABULATION AND
COMPUTING DATA: BY AGE GROUPS

Extremely satisfactory
Highly satisfactory
Moderately satisfactory
Rather unsatisfactory
Extremely unsatisfactory
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Younger Older

N % N %

289 38.2 198 21.4
162 21.4 182 19.7

85 11.2 161 17.4
49 6.5 66 7.1
35 4.6 42 4.5

133 17.6 265 28.6
4 0.5 11 1.2

757 100.0 925 99.9

TABLE 144 FACILITIES AVAILABLE FOR COMPILING, TABULATION AND

ersranswAraw COMPUTING DATA: BY MAJOR VERSUS MIN3R PRODUCING INSTITUTIONS

Extremely satisfactory
Rigb37 satisfactory
Moderately satisfactory
Rather unsatisfactory
Extremely unsatisfactory.
Item inapplicable
No response

Total

Major Mimi
Producing Producing

N % N %

320 29.1 286 29.8
202 18.4 225 23.4
139 12.7 158 16.4

77 7.0 58 6.0
48 4.4 49 5.1

303 27.6 175 18.2
9 0.8 10 1.0

7098 100.0 961 99.9
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Special
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36.2
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50.6

115
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a

37 34.9

26

Physical

education

26 54.2

10

Practical
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60 57.1
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17 34.7Subject
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13
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42 35.0
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Secondary

education
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19
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education

48 46.6

21

H
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education

15 27.8

15

G
uidance

78 42.4

41.Psychology

36 32.1

22

Student

personnel

21

61.8

4

% N % N % N

21.7

13

18.8

15 21.7

1

22.9

80 15.9

44

8.8

9

24.5

23 21.7

15 14.2

5

20.8

4 8.3

8 16.7

0

20.0

10 9.5

12 11.4

2

24.5

11 22.4

6 12.2

3

26.7

22 1.8.3

12 10.0

7

17.1

14

18.4

9 11.8

3

28.3

26 21.7

12

10.0

6

20.9

19 20.9

4 4.4

4

20.4

18 17.5

10 9.7

6

27.8

8 14.8

3 14.8

8

22.3

37 20.1

24 13.0

4

19.6

27 24.1

21 18.8

6
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6 17.6

2 5.9

1

%
1.4

1.8
4.7

0.0
1.9

6.1
5.8

3.9
5.0

4.4
5.8

14.8 2.2
5.4

2.9

choose

the sam
e

institution.

O
n

the

other

hand,

psychology

m
ajors

and

higher

education

m
ajors

seem

m
uch

less

often

to m
ake

use

of this

category.

Sourdng

the

last

colum
n,

w
hich

represents

the

m
ost

negative

category,

special

education

m
ajors

and

psychology

m
ajors

sees

in general

to reflect

the

m
ost

negative

attitudes

tow
ard

their

institutions.

O
n

the

other

hand,

secondary

education

m
ajors,

student

personnel

m
ajors,

and

adm
inistration

m
ajors

least

often

m
ake

use

of this

category.

C
om

bining

the

tw
o

m
oat

positive

categories,

it w
ould

som
a

that

practical

arts

m
ajors,

physical

education

m
ajors,

student

personnel

m
ajors

and

adm
inistration

m
ajors

have

the

m
ost

positive

feeling

tow
ard

their

institution,w
hile

pschology

m
ajors,

educational

psychology

m
ajors

and

higher

education

as

have

the

least

regard

for

the

institution

granting

their

degree.

Just

w
hat

are

the

characteristics

of these

fields

w
hich

sew
s

to be associated

w
ith

institutional

satisfaction

is
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minor area. They felt in general, that their freedom of choice, Ath respect to

course work was adequate, and that they had experienced excellent instruction,

although better in their major area than in other areas. The statistics require-

;sent was considered to be an extremely valuable professional asset. The grow)

felt fairly pleased about the amount of student-student interaction and faculty-

student interaction, but would have preferred considerably more. Those individuals

having an assistantship, or some other kind of staff appointment, found them in

general to be quite revelent to their program objectives and having a great deal

of educational value. There was not always the amount of research activity in

their field of interest that they would have liked, nor did they feel completely

pleased with the extent they were able to involve themselves in it. In general

the respondents felt that their institution maintained good balance in their

relative emphases on t production of researchers as opposed to college teachers,

bat if there was imbalance it was more likely to be overemphasis on research.

The individuals of the sample felt that in general the advice and counseling

received was adequate and useful. ;tile feelings were mixed on the educational

an intellectual value of the dissertation the feelings of the vast major.itcr were

positive. Moat felt they had a great deal of freedom in the development of a

dissertatote. problem, bit feelings were somewhat more mixed on the adequacy of

advice and guidance of the dissertation director. Feelings were even more red on

the helpfulness of the doctoral ccemittee during the dissertaticm. Nearly all

were well satisfied with the kind of 'cooperation received from the department

earl surrounding school providing sources of data and opportunities for experimen-

tation. Less satisfactory, however, were the facilities available for compiling,

tabulating, oomputative data, and with the adequacy of the university library.

Finally, the positive response of the group in general to specific program
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dimensions generalise quite well to the institution, the vast majority feel at

the martent as if they would be, quite likely to choose the same doctoral institution,

given the opportunity to make this decision again.

This section has also revealed sale interesting characteristics of the two

degree groups) and the older versus the younger graduates. Of the 29 program

dimensions for which evaluations were requested the age groups proved to be

statiatinallyindependent on 25 of these. The direction of their independence)

however) cannot be simply described by generally saying that they ware acre positive

or more negative in their perceptions than the older grave For example) the

younger group felt more negative. with respect to the ecepletenees of initial

interviews) selectivity of the admissions policy) the general caliber of educational

doctoral students and the appropriateness of course work to their professions

objectives. However) they felt more satisfied with the balance of course work,

felt they had more freedom in choice of course work) but felt more negative about

the qualities of instruction. The younger group felt more negative about the

language requirement than did the older, but considerably more positive toward

the statistic requirement. The younger group saw more student interaction ems'

couraged and rated such interaction as having sore value to theft than the older

group. Molise, the faculty-studeat interactionsthe younger group tended to see

more interaction encouraged and again as having more value. The younger group

was both more likely to hold an assistantshipor other staff appointment) and more

likely to feel that it was relevant to his prop= and had considerable educational

value. The younger group saw more ongoing research in their fields and participated

in it more freely than did the older group. The younger respondents were more

likely to see imbalance in their programa in the research heXgbt of teaching

emphasis) and were considerably more negative with respect to the intellectual
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value ofthiammtaWea. The younger group felt clearer in the selection of a

1 disserkdion problem and felt that their dissertation directors were more helpful.

The younger group were more enthusiastic about cooperation in they research,

but less enthusiastic about the adequacy of the library. let the younger group

reflects the same feeling as theoldErgroup with respect to the institution where

they got their degree.

The Ph.D.'s and the Ed.D.Is manifest a difference in accordance with Ohl-

squared analysis in only 17 of the 29 program dimensions. Unlike the age groups,

the degree groups did show considerable consistency along the satisfaction

continuum with the Ph.D.'s consistently, displaying less positive attitudes toward

almost every program dimension. This is true of the views of the selectivity

of the admissions policy, the caliber of their fellow doctoral students, and the

quality of instruction. Yet they saw themselves as having more freedom within

the progran. These individuals rated the statistic requirement as having more

value than did the but at the same time they were less often obliged to

fulfill such a requirement. The Ph.D.b perceived less encouragement of student.

student and faculty-student interaction in their institutions and valued it lees

than did the M.D.'s. With respect to staff appointmente,thePh.D.Is more often

saw a relationship between their mppointment and their prove,* objectives, but

were less convinced of the educational value of such an appointment. The Ph.D.'s

either saw a lot of research going on in their field of interest, or very little,

11

yet it is the Ph.D. who is more likely to feel overemphasis on research and =der-

emphasis on teaching in their program. The Ph.D.la were less likely to give

university libraries a high rating and saw less institutiona cooperation. Melly,

11

the Ph.D.'s were significantly less enthusiastic about their likelihood to return

to the same institution.
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The section which follows represents a continuation of program evaluatt

Such considerations are surveyed as contributions to professional development of

various program aspects, critical periods during the doctoral program, near-

critical periods, the kinds of individuals encouraging study, and distracting

factors.

The evaluations by the respondents of those program aspects which contributed

most to their professional development are presented in Table 149. The first

column of this table represents those program aspects considered important by the

individuals in the sample, and each person was encouraged to check whichever

ones he considered important. The second column represents that single aspect of

their program considered to be most important. Since an individual was unable to

indicate that a dimension of his program was both important and most important,

abetter indication of the overall rating of a dimension can be made by adding the

rows. When a summation is made, course work remains the most important single

program dimension, so rated by 70.7 percent of the sample. Very close behind is

the dissertation work rated as important or most important by 69.2 percent. The

next most important is interaction with major professors (by 63.5 percent), and

independent readings (61.2 percent). It is interesting to note that if the progrmn

aspects are ranked in the first column, "interaction with major professor" would

rank sixth, while the gummed ratings place it third. In the second column ar the

te,4.149 however, interaction with major professor is the most highly rated program

a&pect by far. More than 15 percent of the sample felt the dissertation was the.

most important contribution to their professional development, but only 9i. percent

felt that course work meted this status. In general, the degree groups agreed

with eaah ...ler on their relative ranking of these aspects of their program, but

with some exceptions. (See Table 150) The Bd.Dols were more likely to attach some
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TABLE 149 - ASPECTS OF DOCTORAL PI AN CONTRIBUTING MOST PIOFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT: BY TOTAL SAMPLE

Important %

Most
Important

Course work 1264 61.2 197
Independent reading 1069 51.7 197
Dissertation work 1118 54.1 313
Teaching assistantship 342 16.5_ 88
Research assistantship 181 8.8 48
Preparation for examinations 385 18.6 44
Interaction with major professor 837 40.5 475
Interaction with other faculty 861 41.6 147
Interaction with other students 880 42.6 119
Other 69 3.3 49

No
% Response S

9.5 606 29.3
9.5 eal 38.8

15.1 636 30.8
4.2 1637 79.2
2.3 1838 88.9
2.1 1638 79.2

23.0 755 36.5
7.1 1059 51.2
5.8 1068 51.7
2.4 1949 94.3

importance to course work, although about the same proportion of each group ranked

this phase of their program as most important. Fewer MO.8 than Ph.D.s rated the

teaching assistantship as important or highly important. However, this may simply

reflect the !awe that the Ph.D.s were scaewhat more likely to hold a teaching

assistantship. The same results occurredwith respect to the research assistant-

ship, and it is likely that the same interpretation holds. The age groups on the

other hand showed more consistent differences in their valuations of these program

phases. The results in Table 151 suggest that the younger group was !such less

Wady to attach importance to ii.dependent reading, to the dissertation, but more

importance to interaction with other faculty and other students. Teaching and

research assistantships were also more often considered as significant program

phases by the younger group, but again this could be reflecting the greater inci-

dence of such appointanents among the younger group.

At one point in"the questionnaire, the question, "Daring the doctoral program

did any critical period occur which resulted in the need to discontinue temporarily

your program?" The results in this item are shown in Table Mend clearly indicate
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that such was not =mammon occurs. Twenty-seven point seven percent responded

that one time or another it had been necessary to discontinue temporarily their

program. While the vast majority (70.5 percent) indicated that such critical

periods did not occur, this finding should be considered in the light of other

factors. To discontixwe a program is a choice which has meaning primarily to the

full-time student. A large proportion of the total sample undertook their program

on a part-time basis. It is doubtful that a part-time student, usable to enroll

for his three to six hours credit during a particular semester, would indicate

that a critical period had occurred. It is also doubtful had this part-time

individual decided to postpone his residency for a semester or a year he would

check this as a critical period. Hence, it is suggested that the 27.7 percent who did

encounter critical periods during their program does infect constitute a very

sizeable group for the reason that it is primarayrelevant for full-time students

as stated, and represents =underestimate with respect to the total incidence of

this kind of event. over the total sample. An extremely significant relationship

resulted in the comparison across the age groups, (chi- square , 100 with four degrees

of freedom) and the direction is in favor of greater incidence of critical periods

among the older group. ,Undoubtedly part of this, but not all, is a cause-effect

relationship. That is to sayithat a number of the individuals in the older group

are members of that group by virtue of the critical periods in the program: At

the same time the Phalets are significantly less likely to encounter critical

periods during their p.ogrems than EldspOs (p<0001). The results are presented

in Tables 152 and 153.

As a follow-up question to the preceding meths following was adkeds "Airing

the doctoral program did a critical period occur which nearly resulted in your

discontinuance and/or required emergency measures to prevent interuption?" The
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TABLE 150 - ASPECTS OF DOCTORAL PROGRAM CONTRIBUTING MOST TO

PROFS:MORAL =MOMENT: BY DEWS GROWS

Course work
Inderpendent reading
Dissertation work
Teaching assi.strantship
Research assivtant ship
Preparation for examinations
Interaction with major professor
Interaction with other faculty
Interaction with students
Other

Ed.D. Plt.B.

Most Moat
Important Important Important Important

N % N %

853 63.3 131 9.7
701. 52.0 128 9.5
704 52.3 219 16.3
207 154 48 3.6
107 7.9 24 1.8
258 19.2 30 2.2
557 41.4 314 23.3
581 43.1 96 7.1
589 43.7 82 6.1
39 2.9 30 2.2

N %

407 57.6
363 51.4
407 57.6
130 18.4
73 10.3

124 17.6
272 38.5
274 38.8
285 40.4
30 4.2

N %

64 9.1
69 9.8
92 13.0
40 5.7
24 3.4
14 2.0

158 22.4
49 6.9
37 5.2
19 2.7

TABLE 151 - ASPECTS OF DOCTORAL PROGRAM CONTRIBUTING ))DST TO

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: BY AGE CUPS

Course work
Independent reading
Dissertation work
Teaching assistantship
Research assistantship
Preparation for examinations
Interaction with major professor
Interaction with other faculty
Interaction with students
Other

Younger

Most
Important Important

N % N

464
360
414
177
106
124
318
334
353
39

61.3
47.6
54.7
23.4
14.0
16.4
42.0
44.1
46.6
5.2

71
58
87
44
24
18

182
70
51
22

9.4
7.7

114
5.8
3.2
2.4

244
9.2
6.7
2.9

Older

Important

N %

557
507
504
3.00
24

180
369
353
350

39

60.2
54.8
54.5
10.8
4.5

19.5
39.9
38.2
37.8
21

Most
Inportant

N

87 9.4,
109 11.8
169 18.3
20 2«2
12 1.3
19 2.1

192 20.8
50 5.4
46 5.0
20 2.2
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TABLE 152 - INCUR= OF MORA INTMUPTIONS:
BY DEGREE ONIIPS AND TOTAL

IlOsestasiseamffmr ,svarremolsourammoormsoursorroth

E.D.d

N

Interruption necessary 401
No interruption 921
No response 24

Total 1346

0111.1111.111111011OMP

Ph.D.

% N

29.8 167 23.1
68.4 526 74.5
1.8 13 1.8

100.0 706 100.0

Total

%

572 27.7
1457 70.5

38 1.8
2067 1.000

411=1~1010110NrAm"....MIIMOMMIIIMIniall
TABLE 153 12101D/NCE OF PROGRAM INTERRUPTIONS:

B1 AOB GROUPS

'Younger Older

N % N %

Interruption necessary 122 16.1 346 rap
No on 62'7 82.9 552 59.7
No 7 0.9 27 2.9o response

Total 756 99.9 925 100.0

lbw:jilts of the tadl sample on this question showed that 25.4 percent did experi-

ence such a near critical period (see Table 154). This group that did respond

to this it are assumed not to represent, for the most part, the grow that

responded, "yes", to the previous item. While undoubtedly there is some overlap

between these categories: That is to say, some persons may have had both critical

periods and near critical periods, it would mama that nearly half of the total

sample experienced one or the other kind of crisis during their doctoral program.

Chi-sowed analysis of the degree groups and age groups, showed no difference

between degree groups on inoidence of near critical periods, Int a very significant

difference (p <401) for the age grove. The direction in this case was for more

near critical periods in the younger group (see Table 155) .
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TABLE 154 - INCIDENCE OF NEAR CRITICAL PERD3DS:
BY DBE GROUPS AND TOTAL SAMPLE

EL D.

Near critical period occurred 336
No such period 947
No response 64

Total 1347

Ph.D.

24.9 187 26.5
70.3 474 67.1
4.8 45 6.4

100.0 706 100.0

Total
17 et

524 25.4
1434 69.4
109 5.2

2067 100.0

TABLE 155 - INCIDENCE OF NEAR CRITICAL PERIODS&
BI AGE CEDTIPS

Younger Older

%

30.3
62.9
6.8

100.0

N % N

Near critical period occurred 150 19.8 280
No such period 578 76.4 582
No response 29 3.8 63

Total 757 100.0 925

1111111111111111116. lesamseamarsroam

The reasons cr causes of critical periods are presented in Table 156. The

most coupon cause is work pressures (14.3 percent), followed by financial problems

(12.7 percent), and family problems (7.6 percent). These percentages are not based

upon those responding to this item, bat on the total sample. Chi-squared ensile ea

indicate that work pressures are significantly likely to be more of a problem

among the older grow than among the younger group, and among the Ed.D. group than

the Ph.D. group (see Tables156 and 157) . Personal health is more likely to be a

factor with the older group, as are family problems. No other differences were

found between the age and degree groups as they relate to these causal factors.

Individuals in the sample perceived their main sources of enoouragement during

their program to be matjor professor (51.6 percent), other stair ambers (43.5 per-

cent) , and spouse (34.1 percent)* These results may be seen in Table 158. The
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TABLE 156 - CAMS OF CRISES: BY DEGREE COUPS AND TOTAL SAMPLE

Ed.% Ph* DO Total

N

Family problems 103 7.7 55 7.8 158 7.6
Academic pressures 56 4.2 34 4.8 91 4.4
Personal health 62 4.6 40 5.7 102 4.9
Financial problems 170 12.6 90 12.7 262 12.7
Work pressures 213 15.9 82 11.6 295 14.3
Demands on time 14 1.0 7 1.0 22 1.1
Others 135 10.0 61 8.6 198 9.6

TABLE 157 - CAUSES OF GRIM BY AGE GIMPS

lounger Older

N N %

Family problems
Academic pressures
Personal health
Financial problems
Work pressures
Demands on time
Other

36 4.8 87 9.4
28 3.7 43 4.6
23 3.0 66 7.1
88 11.6 128 13.8
39 5.2 205 22.2

7 0.9 12 1.3
56 7.4 307 11.6

sources of encouragement just cited appear in column one and rank highest among

those simply listed as providing encouragement. In column two, however, are those

individuals listed as providing the most encouragement, and in this case their

is no question as to who provides the most important psychological support for

the candidates as they work through their degree program. The spouse was checked

as moat important by 27.1 percent ©f the sample, and the major professor by 22.0

percent. These two individuals ccepletely dominate the ratings almost to the

exclusion of others« The only categories of individuals providing encouragement

which seemed to be related to age are parents, who were more encouraging to the
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. TABLE 158 - manuas leo P1VIDED ENCOURAMMENT DIMING THE
=TOW. PROGRAM

Major professor
Other staff members
Acquaintances
Parents
Spouse
Other relative
Former employer
Prospeotive aaployers
Colleagues
Other
Self

Encourage-
ment

1066 51.6
899 43.5
534 25.8
415 20.1
705 344
171 8.3
206 10.0

75 3.6
68 3.3

114 5.5
21 1.0

Most
Encourage-

-N

No
Reaporise

455 22.0 546 26.4
103 5.0 1065 51.5

64 3.1 1469 71.1
46 2.2 1606 77.7

560 27.1 802 38.8
16 0.8 1880 91.0
27 1.3 1834 88.7
8 0.4 1984 96.0

28 1.4 1971 95.4
51 2.5 1902 92.0
9 0.4 2033 98.4

younger, and "other" which was more often checked as a category by the older group.

The degree groups differed not at all with respect to any of these encouraging

individuals.

The final question in this section on program evaluation can be described

as edistraating factors." The questionnaire item was: 'Were there any parsonal

'recurring; factors which prevented wholehearted'. attention to doctoral study."

The general results indicate that 448 percent of the total sample felt that

there had been distractions during their program (see Table 159). The reason,

or cause, of distraction is not at all clear. The response to this particular

questionnaire item was not as complete as would be desirable. This is probably

due, in peat, to the fact that this item was the third in a series of related

items requesting reasons underlying program problems. Of those who felt distracted,

the most prominent reasons given were, in order of diminishing importance, ex-

cessive demands on time, inadequate financing, work pressures, and falai)/ problems.
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TABLE 159 INCIDENCE OF PERSISTENT OR RECURRING FACTORS

PREVINTDIG tanarearED ATTRITION TO 1)OC!ORAL =Dr

ammespowsiwpwor

S

Tee 925 44.8
No 1055 51.0
No response 87 4.2

Total 2067 100.0

MI013111

TABLE 160 - DISTRACTING FACTORS

Persistent %

Inadequate financing 214 10.4
Rousing problems 37 1.8
Fand.ly problem
amssive domande on time devoted

to non-course duties

176

275

8.5

13.3
Personal, health 52 2.5
Academic pressures 100 4.8
Professional relationships 48 2.3
Work pressures 123 6.0
Other 22 1.1

Most
Persistent %

91 4.4
8 0.4

66 3.2

124 6.0

10 0.5
14 0.7

. 15 0.7
110 5.3
11 0.5

No
Response %

1762 85.2
2022 97.8
1825 88.3

1668 80.7
2005 97.0
1953 94.5
2004 97.0

1834 88.7
2034 98.4

In summary, probably as many as two out of three of these graduates in edu-

cation encountered a critical period, a near critical period, or persistent

distractions during their doctoral programs. The causes of these problems were

varied or unique to the person, but financial problems and work pressures represented

the camsesnemod most often.

.Present,Professiom-1 Aspirations

This section is concerned with such factors as the title associated with
MOO *olio

present position,. location by state of present position, whether or not present

position is in fact a new position or a return to a position held prior to the de-

gree, and whether or not this first position subsequent to receiving the degree
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in an institution which itself grants doctorates in e&mation. In addition, data

concerning salary for the first year on the job are reported, along with their

opinions about the increment in salary due to receipt of their degree. Also of

concern is the kind of institution attach the respondents are presently employed,

along with the kind of institution to which they aspire, division of time is

various roles in their present position, along with their aspirations on this point,

the extent to which they are at present involved in teacher preparation, along

with their feelings about the extent to which they would like to be involved, and

the level of studenta with which they presently work, along with the level of

students with which they would prefer to work. Finally' the feeling of the

respondents about the extent to which their aspirations can be realised within

their present employing organization.

In all there were 2487 people who received their degree during the time

interval of one year. Of special interest to the profession generally, and

to those individuals in the profession who had the responsibility of filling

staff vacancies in the lower level of rank, is the matter of the proportion

of this number that is actually available on the job market. In order to present

SAM data relevant to this question, the following procedure vas used. At

a later point in the questionnaire the respondents were asked toast immerse

chronological order the full-time positions held after beginning the doctoral

program and prior to the receipt of the degree. Coders were then requested

to lock at both the present position and the moat recent position bald during

the program prior to completion of the degree, and code them as (1) same

position, (2) same institutional organisation with different position or rank,

(3) different institution or organisation, and (4) no regular staff position held

during the doctoral program. The results are presented in Table 161 and indicate
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that 40.3 percent of the sample held the same position prior to the receipt of

the degree and in the year subsequent to receipt of the degrees Now than* are

at least two kinds of people within this group of 40 percents There are those who

left their program and accepted a position before the degree was completed,

probably writing their dissertettra on the job. Another group had held a paid

position in their present institution early in their program and took leave to

complete their degree with a ocumitment or option to return after completing it.

An additional 11.6 percent returned to the same institutional organization, but

the receipt of the degree led to either a different position within the organ:-

ization or a promotion in rank. In all Abair slightly more than 50 percent of

the total sample did not really become available on the job market upon receipt

of the degree. An additional 26.7 percent did in fact change institutions or

organizations upon receipt of the degree, but bad held full-time staff appointments

in some institution prior to the receipt of the degree. Only 19.3 percent ap- .

parently went through their program, held no full-time position during the program,

and went directly from school to a job. These data suggest that less than half of

the total sample were actually available on the job market upon receipt of their

degree, and the major proportion of this residual group were recruited not direct-

4 from the institutions conferring the degree, but from employing institutions.

It is of course unknown just what proportion of the five hundred fifty-two' indi-

viduals that did in twit change positions and institutions upon receipt of the

degree* could have returned to the same institution or the same position held

during the program prior to receipt of the degree.

The extent to which individuals are likely to be returning to the same

institution or position is degree related, with the Ed.D.s much more likely to be

returning to the same position or institution and considerably less likely then
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the Ph.D.s to have held no position. Likewise, the younger student as opposed

to the older is much less likely to be returning to the same position or insti-

tutions and is much more likely to be on the job market. Among major fields, it

would appear that administration majors, practical arts majors, psychology majors,

and student personnel majors are the most likely to be returning to the same

position. On the other hand, educational psychology majors and higher education

majors are least likely to be returning to the same position. These results may

be seen in Tables 161, 162, and 163.

Looking at the present position from the standpoint of title, the results indi-

cate that the majority, approximately 56 percent, presently enjoy academic rank

at a college or university. Thirty point one percent are presently holding the

rank of assistant professor, 12.5 percent associate professor, and the remainder

are either deans, full professors or holding some kind of position in the admins-

trative hierarch:ref the institution. An additional 6.6 percent hold some kind

of position in the higher education setting which does not carry a common academic

title (e.g.sreseardh associate, etc.). Approximately three out of eight of these

recent graduates are not employed in colleges or universities. Chi- squared

analysis show differences with respect to the degree group (p..0i), and the

direction of independence seems to be that the Ed0.8 are much more likely to be

working in the nonwuniversity setting. The results for the different age groups

indicate also that the younger group is less likely to hold a position in a

noniauniversitq setting, but within the university setting the older group is more

likely to hold the higher academic ranks*

Bow do these recent graduates distribute themselves geographically upon

receipt of their degree? The states in which the respondents are presently work-

Lug are presented in Table 6 , in Appendix A* The results show no striking
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TABLE 161 - RELATION OF PRESINT POSITION TO POSITION HELD PRIOR TO

RIMEIPT OF DAIREiss TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREE MOMS

Ed. D. Ph. D. Total

N % N % N %

Same position 587 43.6 238 33.8 834 4003
Same institution or organi-

sation but different
positich or rank 148 11.0 92 13.1 241 11.6

Different institution or
organization 362 26.9 188 26.7 552 26.7

No position prior to degree 229 17.0 168 23.9 399 19.3
No response 19 1.4 18 2.6 41 2.1

Total 1345 99.9 704 100.1 2067 100.0

TABLE 162 - RELATION OF PRESENT POSITION TO POSITION HELD PRIOR TO
RECEIPT OF DEGREE: BY AGE GROUPS

..Younger

.N %

Same position 220 29.2
Same institution or organization but

different position or rank 65 8.6
Different institution or organization 225 29.9
No position prior to degree' 231 30.7
No response 12 1.6

Total 753 100.0

Older

N %

460 49.7

129 13.9
225 24.3
92 9.9
19 2.1

925 '99.9

trend indicating that the graduates are grouping themselves in particular geow

graphical areas to the neglect of others. Maine and Alaska are the only states

that have not attracted one or more of the individuals from the sample. The

southern states seem to attract about as many as they produce by-virtue of birth.

May of the Great Plains States which were designated as over-producers earlier

in this report do not retain as many as they produce. It is also interest-

ing to note that slightly more than one out of four (27.0 percent) of these

graduates are employed in three states, New York, California or Illinois.
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TABLE 163 .. RELATION OF PRES12IT POSITION TO POSITION RID PRIOR TO

RECEIPT OF DMZ: BY MAJOR FIELDS

Same Institution
Same different position Different No

Position or rank Institution Position Total

N % N 94 N % N % N

Special education 28 40.6
Administration 226 45.1

Curriculum 42 40.0
Physical education 18 37.5
Practical arts 46 44.2
Social foundations 20 40.8
Subject areas 49 40.8
Mathendscience education 27 35.5
Educational psychology 38 31.7
Secondary education 33 36.3
Mesentery education 37 33.0
Higher education 20 37.0

Guidance 69 37.5
Psychology 48 43.2
Student personnel 15 44.1

7 10.1 19 27.5 .14 20.3
44 8.8 153 30.5 71 14.2

20 19.0 28 26.7 15 14.3

9 18.8 7 14.6 12 25.0

17 16.3 20 19.2 20 19.2

6 12.2 10 20.4 12 24.5

18 15.0 37 30.8 15 12.5

15 19.7 10 13.2 19 25.0

7 5.8 3? 30.8 37. 30.8

14 15.4 27 29.7 13 14.3

17 16.5 26 25.2 25 24.3
4 7.4 11 20.4 19 35.2
18 9.8 55 29.9 39 21.2

11 9.9 30 27.0 20 18.0

2 5.9 12 35.3 5 14.7

69
501

105
48
104
49
120
76
120

91
103

54
184
111
34

As students, the two thousand sixty.seven respondents represent one hundred

eight institutions. A question which should have considerable professional inter-

estis the extent to which these individuals redistributed themselves among the

same one hundred eight degree granting institutions, as opposed to those insti-

tutions which do not grant the doctorate. ThLs latter group of course includes

the vast majority of institutions of higher learning in the country, and a sub-

stantial pa'oportion of those institutions concerned with teacher training. The

results in Table 166, indicate that one-fourth of the sample is presently employed

by doctorate producing institutions. However, when the 37.5 percent, which are

not employed by a college or university are discounted it is possible to say that

of the group employed by colleges or universities, 41.6 percent are employed by

institutions which grant the doctoral degree in education. The results further
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TABLE 164 - TITLE OF PRESET POSITION: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY MGM GROUPS

BLDG ph.D. Total

N % N % N %

Assistant professor 348 25.8 272 3805 632 30.1
Associate professor 180 13.4 77 10.9 259 12.5
Professor 49 3.6 19 2.7 0) 3.3
Dean , 37 2.7 20 2.8 57 2.8
Assistant dean or other

administrative position 95 7.1 49 6.9 347 7.1
Other 75 5.5 61 8.6 137 6.6
Not eeaployed by college

or university
No response

Total

558 41.4 207 29.3 769 37.2
5 0.4 1 0.1 6 0.3

1347 99.9 706 99.8 2067 99.9

TABLE 165 - TITLE OF PRESENT POSITION: BY AGE GROUPS

Younger Older

N % N %

Assistant professor 328 43.3 179 19.4
Associate professor 63 803 150 16012
Professor 10 1.3 51 5.5
Dean 24 3.2 22 2.4
Assistant dean or other

administrative position 45 5.9 69 7.5
Other 61 8.0 55 5.9
Not employed by college

or university 224 29.6 398 43.0
No response 2 0.3 3. 0 ©1

Total 757 99.9 925 100.0

indicate that the younger graduates are much more likely to be employed by a

or university, and are more likely to be employed by a doctoral degree

granting institution than is true of the older graduates. With respect to the

degree group, those receiving the Ph.D. degree are likewise less likely to be

employed outside the college or university setting and are more likely to be

employed by institutions having doctoral programs in education, than is the case
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TABLE 166 - INCIDENCE OF PRESENT EM MEN BY DOCTORATE
PRODUCING INSTITUTIONS: TOTAL shims AND BY DEG= GROWS

Not employed by college
or university

lisployed by doctorate
producing institutions

Not employed by doctorate
producing institutions

No response
Total

imcgons=======mor

Ed.D.

N %

Ph.D.

N

Total

N %

566 42.0 205 29.0 775 37.5

284 21,1 241 34.1 528 25.5

485 36.0 251 35.6 742 35.9
12 0.9 9 1.3 22 1.1

1347 100.0 706 100.0 2067 100.0

TABLE 167 - INCIDENCE OF PRESENT EMPLOYMENT BY DOCTORATE
PROLUma INSTITUTIONSI BY AGE =TIPS

Younger Older

N % N %

Not employed by college
or university
loyed by doctorate
producing institutions

Not employed by doctorate
producing institutions

No response
Total

3 ill II

*225 29.7 405 43.8

246 32.5 184 19.9

280 37.0 326 35.2
6 0.8 10 1.1

757 100.0 925 100.0

for the FdD recipient (p <0001). Some systematic differences over major fields

could reasonably be expected with respect to this question, and chi-squared

analysis indicates that such is the case (p<.001). The vast majority of the

chi-square is accounted for in the column labeled 'not employed by college or

university" where the results indicate that many more than expected ce adminis-

tration majors, psychology majors and curriculum majors are employed outside the

higher educational setting, and fewer than expected of the physical education

majors, practical arts majors, and higher education majors are employed in this
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TABLE 168 - NUDE= OF PRESENT IKPIDYMENT BY D3C1DRATE
PRODUCING INSTITUTIONS: BY MAJOR rum

Special education
Administration
Ourricu lum
Physical education
Practical arts
Social foundations
Subject areas
Math szd science education
Educational psychology
Secondary education
Elementary education
Higher education
Guidance
Psychology
Student personnel

loyed by Not employed by
Not employed doctorate doctorate

b college producing produoing
or university institution institution Total

N N % N %

23 33.3 24 34.8 22 31.9
324 64.5 77 15.3 99 19.7 502
44 41.5 20 18.9 38 35.8 106
5 10.4 15 31.3 27 56.3 48
12 11.4 41 39.0 51 48.6 105
11 22.4 17 34.7 20 ,40.8 49
33 27.5 26 21.7 59 49.2 120
16 21.1 26 34.2 34 44.7 76
38 31.7 40 33.3 40 33.3 120
28 30.8 19 20.9 43 4703 91
24 23.3 29 28.2 49 47.6 103
6 11.1 15 27.8 32 59.3 54

59 32.1 59 32.1 65 35.3 184
53 47.3 30 26.8 28 25.0 112
9 26.5 10 2904 14 41.2 34

1111111111111111,11111=1111=61110111

setting. There are, however, some trends in acme fields relative to the likelihood

of holding a position in an institution granting the doctorate. Looking at the

absolute percentage figures it would appear that practical arts majors have the

highest probability of being employed by an institution granting the doctorate in

education, while administration majors are the least likely to be fp:ploy:A in this

kind of institution. Looking, however, at the relative proportion over the second

and third columns of the table acme additional interpretations can be made. For

example, of those special education majors that are employed in colleges or

universities, more are employed by institutions granting the doctoral degree than

by institutions not granting the doctoral degree. This represents a reversal in

trend one would expect upon the basis of _the results of the total sample, which

show that of those employed in college and university settings, about 40 percent
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would be employed by the doctoral producing institutions. An inspection of the

second and third column does indicate that in general for each field more are

employed by the non-degree granting institutions. However for special education,

educational psychology, and psychology the general trend does not hold* At the

same time the trend is even more pronounced for certain fielde, namely, secondary

education, higher education, the subject areastemdeurriculume In these cases

the odds are fully two-to-one that the graduates will be employed in institutions

not granting the doctorate.

The expected inoome of the respondents for 19644965 ranges from less tt,en

three thousand dollars to more than twenty thousand dollars* The median poems

to be slightly over ten thousand dollars, with the modal category clearly located

in the interval from ten thousand to twelve thousand five hundred& These resulte

are shown in Table 169* These expected incomes are not just base salaries, but

include salaries, consultant fees, and other incomes from professional activity.

Only income from investment and other sources is excluded. Henees if these

figures are compared to base salaries typically offered by institutions to new

&wee recipients, the figures may appear to be somewhat inflated* However, the

decision to use total income from professional activities would soma to be more

defensible on the grounds that base salary is subject to a variety of definitions

both within and between institutions. Looking again at the income distribution,

there appears to be a substantial number earning relatively, lOw salaries for the

year. This is probably due to several factors, namelys There is a definite

increase in the number of ivdividuale who undertake a year of post-doctoral study

immediately upon completion of their degree; certain of the married wawa with

families elect to work on a part-time basis ovlye and certain of the respondents

entered into rather low salary service-type activities such sus, missionary work,
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Peace Corps work, etc. The degree groups do not show a pronounced difference in

expected income, chi- square being significant at the 10 percent level. The

trend to the extent that one was present, generally favored higherselaires for

the Ed.A.Is but with a reversal in the category over $20,000, where more Ph. D.'

than Ed.D.'s earn salaries at this level (see Table 170). The age groups show

a pronounced difference in favor of higher income for the older group (p1:401).

The greater part of the chi.square cis accounted for at the high salary level

with the younger group vary poorly represented in the high salary bracket (see

Table 171) . Analysis of degree and age groups versus income required collapsing

a number of the income categories to meet chi-square requirements for minims

expected frequencies in the cell. By using the three income categories of under

MAO to $12,500, and over $12,500 the analyses showed the results described.

A similar procedure was used for major field versus income and the results

indicate a :highly' singificant ehi-square (p1:401). Closer analysis of these

results indicates that the field of administration counts for the lions share

of the obi-square, with this group being greatly underrepresented at the under

$10,000 level, highly overrepresented in the over $12,500 level, but represented

about as expected in the $10,000 to $12,500 range (see Table 172). Most of the

remainder of the chi-square was accounted for in the over $12,500 categories

with all other fields either represented about at expected frequency or

underrepresented. Most underrepresented at the high salaries are elementary

majors, guidance majors, and subject area majors. Most likely' to be found at

the under $100 level are the physical education majors and those majoring

in the subject areas.

The respondents were also asked the extent to which their income had been
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TABLE 169 - EXPECTED IN OOME FROM FIRST YEAR. POSITION.(19644.965)

Less than #32000
63,000 to $3,999
$4,000 to $4,999
$5000 to 05999
$6000 to $6,999
$7,,,000 to $7,999
08,000 to $8,999
29,000 to $9,999
310,000 to $12,499
$12,500 to $14,999
$15,000 to $3.9,999
$20,000 and over
No response

Total

N

19 049
5 0.2

10 0.5
16 0.}1
44 2.1

123 6.0
239 11.6
352 17.0
775 37.5
283 1.3.7
138 6.7
28 1.4
35 1.6

2067 100.0

TABLE 170 EXPECTED INC= FROM FIRST YEAR POSITION (1964.-1965)
BY DEGREE GROUPS

Under
$10,000

N %

Ed. D. 518 38.9
Ph. D. 284 41.2

Total 802 39.7

$10,000- Over
12,500 $12,500 Total

N % N % N

507 38.1 305 22.9 1330
265 38.5 140 20.3 689772 38.2 445 22.1 2019

TABLE 171 - EMOTED INCOME FROM FIRST YE&R POSITION (1964-1965)
BY AGE GROUPS

Tinier $10,000
.X',10,v000 12,500

N % N %

Younger 343. 45.6 297 39.:!.
Older 342 37.8 311 34.4Total 683 41.3 608 36.8

Over
$12,500 Total

N % N

109 14.6 747
252 27.8 905
361 21.9 1652
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increased as a result of having earned the doctorate. The responses are shown

in Table 1739 and indicate that the modal response is that the doctorate produced

no increase in yearly income. Although this category is clearly the modal one,

Dearly thk6o climiktekS of the respondents indicated some financial reward upon

completing the degree. The median increment wound appear to be very slightly

over one thousand dollars. It is difficult to say what meanings are hidden in

the very large increments which are reported by the respondents. For instance,

20 percent of the group reported increments in excess of three thousand dollars.

It is quite likely, however, that a substantial proportion of this group are

reporting differences of increments in their present position relative to part..

time staff appointments held during the doctoral program. Some evidence in support

of this interpretation can be seen in Table 175, where substantial differences

are reported by the younger group in contrast with the older group (chi-square

indicates independence at the .001 level). May it be remembered that the younger

group in general was more likely to have held part-time staff appointments, were

more likely to have undertaken their program on a full time basis, and were much

less likely to be returning to the same job. The same is true of the degree groups.

The Ed.D.'s were much more likely to report no increment in salary due to the

degree or relatively low increments, while the Ph.D.'s much less often reported

no increments, and at the same time tended to dominate the larger increments (see

Table 174). The increments in salary perceived as due to receipt of the degree

was also related to major fields according to chi-squared analysis (p < .01). The

interpretation of this finding, however, is somewhat difficult because the chi-

square does not seem to be associated with any particular field or any particular

increment category. Given an expected distribution across increment categories,

however, it is possible to look at each major field and note deviations or lack of
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TABLE 172 = EXPECTED INC on FROM FIRST !EAR POSITION (1964-194:
BY MAJOR F/ELDS

Under
$10,000

N

Special education 23
Administration 127
Curriculum 40
Physical education 28
Practical arts 49
Social foundations 28
Stitbject areas 72
Math and science education 35
Educational psychology 48
Secondary education 4.1
Flementary education 48
Higher education 20
Guidance 78
Psychology 42
Student personnel 16

Total 695

$10,000
12,500

Over
$12,500 Total

% N N N

34.3 31 46.3
25.8 170 34.6
39.2 36 35.3
59.6 16 34.0
47.1 42 40.4
59.6 16 34.0
61.0 35 29.7
47.3 29 39.2
40.3 51 42.9
45.1 37 40.7
47.5 48 47.5
37.0 16 29.6
42.6 84 45.9
37.5 41 36.6
47.1 14 41.2
39.8 666 38.2

13 19.4
195 39.6

26 25.5
3 6.4

13 12.5
3 6.4

11 9.3
10 13.5
20 16.8
33 14.3

5 5.0
18 33.3
21 3.1.5
29 25.9
4 11.8

384 22.0

67
492
102
47

104
47

118
74.

119
93.

101
54

18.3
112
34

1745

TABLE 173 - INCREMENT IN INCOME RESULTING FROM RECEIPT
OF THE AGREE

None
Less than $500
OM to $999
$1,000 to $1,499
$1,500 to $1,999
$2,000 to $2,499
$2,500 to $2,999
$3,000 to $3,999
$4,000 to 04,999
Mora than $5;(10)

Total

N %

560 27.1
219 10.6
237 11.5
218 10.5
136 6.6
173 8.4
104 5.0
195 9.4
122 5.9
103 5.0

2067 100.0

deviations from that pattern. For example, considerably more administrators than

would be expected report no increment due to receipt of the degree, and consid-

erably less report increments greater than two thousand dollars. On the other
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TABLE 180 - TYPE OF EMPLOYING ORGANIZATION TO WHICH DOCTORAL

GRADUATES ARLO TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREE GROUPS

Ed. D. Ph.D. Total

N % N N

Small college, public or private 403 29.9 157 22.2 564
Private or denominational school 35 2.6 25 3.5 60
Large university 481 35.7 344 48.7 833
Public school 175 13.0 32 4.5 207
State or federal governmental agency 29 2.2 10 1.4 39
Private business-profit making institution 10 0.7 7 1.0 17
Non-profit organization or foundation 7 0.5 19 2,7 26
Self employed or private practice 9 0,7 11 1.6 20
Other 61 4.5 33 4.7 94
No response 137 10.2 68 9.6 207

Total 1347 100.0 706 99.9 2067

27.3
2.9

40.3
10.0

1.9
0.8
1.2
1.0

4.5
10.0

99.9

TABLE 181 - TYPE OF FiliPlAYING ORGANIZATION TO ',MICH DOCTORAL

GRADUATES ASPIRE: BY AGE GROUPS.111011110.1!.-

Younger

N %

Older

N %

Small college, public or private 188 24.8 279 30.2
Private or denominational school 18 2.4 36 3.9
Large university 366 48.3 303 32.8
Public school 56 7.4 97 10.5
State or federal governmental agency 13 1.7 21 2.3
Private business.prafti making institution 6 0.8 8 0.9
Non-profit organization or foundation 10 1.3 12 1.3
Self employed or private practice 12 1.6 6 0.6
Other 28 3.7 49 5.3
No response 60 7.9 114 12.3

Total 757 99.9 925 100.1

likely to be self employed. Among major fields it would appear that those indi-

viduals majoring in higher education, the subject areas, and physical education

are most likely to be found in the small colleges, while psychology majors, and

administration majors are least likely to be found in these settings (see Table 179).

The majors most likely to be employed by the large universities immediately upon
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TABLE 176 - MORDENT IN INCOME RESULTING FROM RECEIPT
OF THE DEGREE: BY MAJOR FIELDS

one
Under

W.L AN
auft

%

N % N

Special education 17 24.6 33
-Administration 161 32.1 116
Curriculum 30 28.3 30
Physical education 9 18.8 14
Practical arts 27 25.7 25
Social foundations 32 24.5 15
Subject areas 35 29.2 36
Math and science education 11 14.5 1?
Educational psycholo 31 25.8 13
Secondary education 22 24.2 21
Elementary education 33 32.0 25
Higher education 18 33.3 3
Guidance 37 20.1 40
Psycholo 25 22.3 .23
Student personnel 5 14.7 8

Total 473 26.7 '399

1

$1,000
'WV

More
than

Iwwwv

N N

18.8 10 4.5 29
23.1 78 15.5 147
28.3 17 16.0 29
29.2 13 27.1 12
23.8 20 19.0 - 33
30.6 7 14.3 15
30.0 21 17.5 28
22.4 17 22.4 31
10.8 25 20.8 51
23.1 18 19.8 30
24.3 18 17.5 27
5.6 8 14.8 25

21.7 33 17.9 74
20.5 13 11.6 51
23.5 9 26.5 12
22.5 307 17.3 594

N

42.0 69
29.3 5ta
27.4 106
25.0 48
31.4 105
30.6 49
23.3 120
40.8 76
42.5 120
33.0 91
26.2 103
46.3 54
40.2 184
45.5 112
35.3 34
33.5 1773
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expected on the basis of the total sample* These results may be found in Table

176.

While these recent graduates tended to distribute themselves quite widely

geographically,they do not show great diversity with respect to the kind of organ

ization where they are presently employed. The distribution of the sample accord-

ing to kind of organization is presented in Table 177. It would appear that the

largest employer of these recent graduates is the large university accounting for

about 29.4 percent of the sample. The public schools and small colleges account

for slightly more than 50 percent of the total sample with these two kinds of

organisations equally represented. In all about 44.5 percent of the sample is

employed in higher education setting, and counting the private schools, approxi-

mately 28.4 percent are employed in schools at the precollege level. A substantial



177

TABLE 177 - TYPE OF ORGANIZATION PRESENTLY EMPLOYING
=ORAL GRADUATES: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREE =UPS

Small college, public or private
Priv-'44 or denominational school
Large university
Public school
State or federal governmental agency
Private business-profit making institution
Non- profit organization or foundation
Self employed or nrivate practice
Other
No response

Total

Ed. D.

N

348
38

328
413
73

15
32
3

60

37
1347

Ph.D. Total

N% N %

25.8 168 23.8
2.8 31 4.4

24.4 272 38.5
30.7 102 14.4
5.4 36 5.1
1.1 5 0.7
2.4 31 4.4
0.2 7 1.0
4.5 29 4.1
2.7 25 3.5

100.0 706 99.9

519 25.1
69 3.3

607 29.4
519 25.1
109 5.3
20 1.0

63 3.0
10 0.5
89 4.3
62 3.0

2067 100.0

TABLE 178 - TYPE OF ORGANIZATION PRESENTLY EMPLOYING
DOCTORAL GRADUATES: BY AGE GROUPS

Younger

N

O1' it

N

Small college, public or private 188 24. 8 237 25.6
Private or denominational school 22 2. 9 39 4.2
Large university 267 35. 3 214 23.1
Public school 138 18. 2 277 29.9
State or federal governmental agency 37 4. 9 52 5.6
Private business-profit making institution 10 1. 3 9 1.0
Non-profit organization or foundation 28 3. 7 26 2.8
Self employed or private practice 5 O. 7 3 0.3
Other 41 5. 4 37 4.0
No response 21 2. 8 31 3=4

Total 757 100. 0 925 100.0

11,1101..11111111.1M

number are employed by governmental agencies, and an additional 4.3 percent were

unable to classify their present position within the categories provided.

Chi-squared analysis of the present employing organization with age groups

showed statistical independence (p < '01). The age groups seam to be represented

about equally well in the small colleges, but the younger group is considerably
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TABLE 179 - TYPE OF ORGANIZATION PRESENTLY EMPLOYING
DOCTORAL GRALUATES: BY MAJOR FIELDS

Small
College

Large
University

Public
School

All
Other* Total.

N% N% N % N% N**

Special education 14 20.3 29 42.0 9 13.0 14 20.2 69

Administration 73 34.5 85 16.9 263 52.4 74 15.8 502

Curriculum 30 28.3 21 19.8 39 36.8 10 9.3 106

Physical education 20 41.7 16 33.3 6 12.5 6 12.6 48

Practical arts 32 30.5 52 49.5 8 7.6 12 11.5 105

Social foundations 12 24.5 17 34.7 6 12.2 13 27.5 49

Subject areas 52 43.3 28 23.3 19 15.8 17 14.1 120

Matb.andscience education 25 32.9 28 36.8 9 11.8 12 15.8 76

Educational psychology 24 20.0 46 38.3 11 9.2 28 23.4 120

Secondary education 36 39.6 24 26.4 20 22.0 11 12.1 91

glementary education 38 39.6 33 32.0 22 21.4 9 .8.7 103

Higher education 24 44.4 18 33.3 1 1.9 9 16.8 54
Guidance 35 19.0 59 32.1 36 19.6 50 27.3 184

Psychology 16 14.3 29 34.8 16 1443 33 30.4 112

Student personnel 9 26.5 14 41.2 9 26.5 2 30.4 34

*In older to meet minumum cell-frequency requirements for chi-squared analysis,
it was necessary to combine categories for this table.

**The figures in this column are for the total number of each major field

represented. All percentage in a given row are based on the It in this

column. For a number of majors there is a discrepancy between the total

"N" and the sum of the categories. This is due to the omission of the

"no response" category from the table.

more likely to be employed by a large university, while the older group is more

likely to be employed in the public schools (see Table 178). There is a very

significant difference (p < .001) between degree groups and employing organizations

(see Table 177). The ratio of EdeDsts to Ph.D.'s holds fairly well mmong the

colleges with the Ed.D.'s very slightly over represented On the other

hand, many fewer than expected Ed.D.'s are to be found in the large universities

and relativelytmdPh.D.'s are likely to be found in the public school. Ph.D.'s

are somewhat more likely to be anployed by non-profit organizations, and more
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TABLE 180 - TYPE OF NIPIDYING ORGANIZATION To viaca DOCTORAL
GRADUATES ASPIRE: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREE camps

Ed. D. Ph.D. Total

% N %N % N

Small college, public or private 403 29.9 157
Private or denominational. school 35 2.6 25
Large university 481 35.7 344
Public school 175 13.0 32
State or federal governmental agency 29 2.2 10
Private business-profit making institution 10 0.7 7
Non-profit organization or foundation 7 0.5 19
Self employed or private practice 9 0.7 11
Other 61 4.5 33
No response 137 10.2 68

Total 1347 100.0 706

22.2

3.5
48.7
4.5
1.4
1.0
2.7
1.6
4.7
9.6

99.9

564
60

833
207
39
17
26
20

94
207

2067

27.3
2.9

40.3
10.0
1.9
0.8
192
1.0

4.5
10.0
99.9

TABLE 181 - TYPE OF EMPIDUNG ORGANIZATION TO 1,1HICE DOCTORAL
GRADUATES ASPIRE: BY AGE GROUPS

Younger

N %

Older

N

Small college, public or private 188 24.8 279 30.2
Private or denominational school 18 2.4 36 3.9
Large university 366 48.3 303 32.8
Public school 56 7.4 97 10.5
State or federal governmental agency 13 1.7 21 2.3
Private business-profti making institution 6 0.8 8 0.9
Non-profit organization or foundation 10 1.3 12 1.3
Self employed or private practice 12 1.6 6 0.6
Other 28 3.7 49 513
No response 60 7.9 114 12.3

Total 757 99,9 925 100.1

likely to be self employed. Among major fields it would appear that those indi-

viduale majoring in higher education, the subject areas, and physical education

are most likely to be found in the small colleges, while psychology majors, and

administration majors are least likely to be found in these settings (see Table 179).

The majors most likely to be employed by the large universities immediately. upon
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receipt of their degree are practical arts majors, special education majors, and

student personnel majors. On the other hand, large universities are least likely

to employ individuals with brand new degrees from administration, curriculum,

and the subject fields. The public schools employ more than one half of the

administration majors and more than a third of the curriculum majors. Least likely

to be employed br the public schools are higher education majors, practical arts

majors, and educational psychology majors. These results may be seen in Table 179.

By posing to the respondents the same categories of employing organizations

at a later point in the questionnaire, only this time under the question: "In

what kind of organization would you like to be employed?", it is possible to gain

some insight into the aspirations of the sample. The distribution of responses

on this item is shown in Table /80. The results indicate i&t 40.3 percent of

the sample would like to be employed by a large, university, 10 percent by.pliblic

schools, and 27.3 percent by small colleges (see Table 180). A considerable

number that failed to respond to this item (10.0 percent) suggest that the actual

percentages reported in other categories may-be somewhat deflated, hems it would

be unreasonable to adjust the percentages on the basis of those responding.

Without such adjustment however, it seems very clear that the large university is

seen as an attractive setting to many of the respondents. It also seems clear

that the group presently employed in the public schools would prefer to more into

college level work. State and federal agencies are apparently not perceived as

an organisational setting, so indicated by the fact that although 5.3 percent

are those presently employed by such agencies only 1.9 percent mould like to

be so employed. The age groups again differed significantly with respect to

the organization by which they would like to be employed (pc .01). The younger

group is much more likely to desire employment in a large university, much less
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likely to desire employment in public schools, much less likely to desire ate.;

ployment in other small colleges, and more likely to respond.to this item (see

Uhl a 1M ) A 4 4 4P4 4A.M111...A0101. ormolus tirtIAA leawn1+ mei +ha blefebVAVIAngl 11A+WMAIM

these two groups on the basis of the "large university" category alone. The

degree groups also showed statistical independence 04:401) with the Ed.D.le

much more desirous of employment with the small colleges and the public schools,

and the Ph.D.'s aspiring to the large universities (gee Table 180). In looking

at the organizational distribution of the various majors at presentord that to

which they aspire, two rather striking findings are apparent (see Tables 182 and

179). First, the desire to move out of the public school setting is uniform

across all fifteen major fields. Secondly, the desire to move into large ma..

varsities is again uniform across all fifteen major fields. In the case of the

small colleges the proportions desirous of working in this setting are sometimes

greater and sometimes less than the present proportions found in this setting.

A significant variable related to an increase seems to be the proportion

presently employed in .fhe public schools. In other words, the proportion of

administrators desirous of teaching in small colleges almost doubles, but adminis-

trators are presently most often employed by the public schools. Math and science

education majors show an inrrease in proportion desirous of teaching in small

colleges, but this increase seems to be entirely due or accounted for by the

decrease in proportion desiring to remain in public schools. It is possible that

these findings reflect a sequence plus a contingency. That is to sayithat if an

individual is at present employed in a small college he is probably desirous of

moving to a large university. If he is employed, however, in the public schools,

he is quite likely to desire employment in the small colleges. The sequence seams

to be that from the public schools to the small colleref to the large university.
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TABLE 182 - TYPE OF 324PIOYING ORGANIZATION TO MICH DOCTORAL
Cal/GATES AM IRE: BY MAJOR FIELD S

alien
college

N%
Special education 14 20.3
Administration 337 27.3
Curriculum 31 29.2
Physical education 20 41.7
Practical arts 28 26.7
Social foundations 10 20.4
Subject areas 39 32.5
Math andscience education 32 42.1
Educational psychology 27 22.5
Secondary education 31 34.1
Elementary education 30 29.1
Eigher education 15 27.8
Guidance 51 27.7
Psychology 16 14.3
Student personnel 11 32.4

Large
university

N%
33 47.8
139 27.7
42
19 ;3.1
57 54.3
22 44.9

44
32:78

61 50.8
39 42.9
48
25 4466.3

77 41.8
47 42.0
15 44.1

Public
school Other

N% N%
4 5.8 11 15.8

131 26.1 56 11.2
11 3.0.4 11 10.3
2 4.2 1 2.1
2 1.9 11 10.5
1 2.0 12 24.5
4 3.3 10 7.5
1 1.3 9 11.8
3 2.5 16 13.3
6 6.6 9 9.9
7 6.8 8 7.8
0 0.0 8 _16.7

10 5.4 28 15.1
8 7.1 25 22.4
2 5.9 4 11.7.

Total

N

69
502
106
48

105
49

120
76

120
91

103
54

184
112

34

The main contingency seems to be present place of employment. Although the data

do reveal the direction of a general trends this particular analysis does not

reveal, in fact it obscures any information about reverse trends. There is
undoubtedly a minority of those presently employed by large universitea that are

desirous of returning to public schools or small colleges and this trend, small
though it may be, probably also interacts with major fields. It should also be
noted that desire to move into a different kind of organisational setting is far
from equivalent to the decision to move. In the ease of school administrators
for example, although the higher education setting seems attractive to many, such
considerations as salary and autonomy could outweigh attractiveness in the actual
decision to move.

1



The respondents in their present position only rarely can describe their

job in terms of a single responsibility. It is clear frcx. Table 183 that the

vont. vamirvii+.417 al 1 nittelui ithni r time among various responsibilities. In fact only

approximately 15 percent of the total sample categorized their responsibility in

the last category of the table (81 percent to 100 percent of time). Looking

at the various Job dimensions, not unexpectedly, teaching and preparation involve

the largest single category of the responses. But interestingly enough, less than

two thirds of the sample indicate some teaching responsibility, hence, more than

one third of the total sample presently bold positions having no teaching responsi-

bilities whatsoever. Fifty-seven percent of the sample included a part of their

job description as counseling, advising, individual case work, etc. The Job

dimension most likely not included is writing, research and other creative work.

A rather surprising number include among their responsibilities, administration

and supervision, 55.1 percent and 44.1 percent respectiVely. While these figures

just reported reveal presence versus absence of involvement in various responsi-

bilities, further insight can be gaintsd by looking at the distribution of time

devoted to these responsibilities. It is also clear that by scanning across rows

in Table 183 that most distributions of time are heavily skewed in the direction

of greater involvement with the various responsibilities. For example, it is

highly unlikely that an individual kids a position involving more than 20 percent

of time devoted to committee work or 10 percent of time devoted to service. It is

rare indeed for these reoent graduates to be devoting a great deal of time to

research and writing. On the other hand, the distribution of time devoted to

teaching and preparation is much more nearly rectangular with only a scarcely

discernable peak at 41 to 50 percent. The age groups manifest evidence of inde-

pendence with respect to certain of the job dimensions. For example, the younger
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186

group in general is less likely to have administrative responsibilities, and this

appears to be the case across most of the categories to extent of involvement

(p< 001): The younger grmyr+ ia nlan more 1 i ke1 v to be involved in teaching

(p< Zl) and much more likely to be involved in research (p 4..001) , The older

group on the other hand is much more likely to report proportion of tims devoted

to service (p <.01). The -degree groups show an even greater degree of independence

than do the age groups, and also differ on more of the job dimensions. The Ph.D.'s

are significantly less likely to be involved in administration (p < .01). The

Ed.D.Iss are much more likely to have supervisory responsibilities (p '.001), much

less likely to be involved in research (p <.001), much less likely to be involved

in writing (p c.001), and somewhat less likely to have service dimension in their

position (p c .05).

One would expect a number of significant relationships between dimensions of

present positions and major fields s and the data bear this out. Chi-squared

analysis of major field versus administration shows a very high degree of statisti-

cal independence (p <.001),

and the results relorded in Table 185 do clearly

indicate that those most likely to hold administrative positions are those who

majored in administration. Of the other fields special education majors, higher

education majors, and student personnel majors are also quite likely to have some

administrative involvement. Least likely to have an administrative dimension in

their present position are elementary education majors, math and science education

majors, and educational psychology majors. More major fields again show consider-

able independence with respect to their supervisory role, (p <.001), the inde-

pendencies in this case is less explainable in terms of a single field than was

the case with administration. The results in Table 186 indicate that special

education majors, administration-majors, curriculums elementary and secondary
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TABLE 185 - DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ALLOCATION TO AININISTRATIVE
RESPONSIBILITIES: BY MAJOR FIELD S

Not 1%- 31 71%-
involved 30% 70% 10vp

N

Special education 25 36.2 26 37.6
Administration 103 20.5 103 20.5
Curriculum 53 50.0 29 27.4
Pbysical. education 25 52.1 19 39.6
Practical arts 52 49.5 35 33.4
Social foundations 30 61.2 16 32.6
Subject areas 75 62.5 38 31.7
Mathand science education 50 65.6 22 28.9
Educational psychology 78 65.0 27 22.6
Secondary vacation 56 61.5 18 19.8
Elementary education 71 68.9 17 16.5
Meier education 17 31.5 12 22.2
Guidance' 93 50.5 58 31.5
Psychology 58 51.8 40 35.7
Student personnel n 32.4 12 35.3

Total 797 472

%N%N%N%
15 21.6

194 38.7
20 18.8
3 6.3

15 14.4
3 6,1
6 5.0
3 3.9

13 10.9
12 13.2

10.6
4.2 22.4
27 14.6
11 9.9
7 20.6

352

N

3 4.3 69
102 20.4 502

4 3.7 106
1 2.1 48
3 2.9 105
0 0.0 49
1. 0.8 120
3. 1.3 76
2 1.7 120
5 5.5 91
4 3.9 103

13 24.1 54
6 3.2 184
3 2.7 112
4 11.7 34

152 1773

majors are most likely to have supervisory responibility, and reflect only small

differences in the extent of the involvement. On the other hand, educational psych-

ology majors, higher education majors, and practical arts majors are least likely

to have supervisory responsibility in their present positions. Chi-squared analysis

major field versus teaching responsibility again produces a very highly significiant

chi-square (p <401). The results reported in Table 187 indicate that administration

majors are least likely to have any teaching responsibility in their present posi-

tion. In addition,psychology majors and student personnel majors are considerably

less likely to have teaching responsibilities. On the other hand, most likely to

be involved in teaching are curriculum majors and social foundation majors with

only 6.3 percent and 8.3 percent reporting no involvment, respectively. The 30

to 70 percent category represents the modal extent of involvement in teaching for
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TABLE 18? - DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ALIDCATION TO TEACHING
RESPONSIBILITIES; In MAJOR FIELDS

Not
involved

1.0%-.

30%
31%
70%

71%-
100%

N

Special education 17
adniArestion 330
Ourrioula 37
Physical education 3
Practical arts 14
Social foundations 4
Subject areas 15
Math and science education 10
Educational psychology 35
Secondary education 22
Elementary education 18
Higher education 19
Guidance 74
Psychology 58
Student personnel 16

Total 672

% N % N % N % N

24.6 19 27.5 13 37.5 7 10.1 56
65.7 81 16.2 58 11.6 33 6.6 502
34.9 21 19.8 28 26.4 20 18.8 106
6.3 6 12.6 3) 62.5 9 18.8 48
13.3 22 20.9 37 35.5 32 30.5 105
8.2 12 24.5 24 49.0 9 18.3 49
12.5 16 23.3 46 38.4 43 35.8 120
13.2 4 5.2 38 50.10 24 31.5 76
29.2 33 27.5 35 29.2 17 14.1 120
24.2 19 20.9 33 36.3 17 18.7 91
17.5 17 16.5 41 39.5 2? 26.2 103
35.2 18 33.4 10 18.5 7 13.0 54
40.2 38 20.6 52 28.2 20 10.9 184
51.8 30 26.7 18 16.1 6 5.4 112
47.1 12 35.3 5 14.7 1 2.9 34

348 468 272 1760

indepeWende of the major fields on this dimension (p<.001). Most likely to be

devoting. some of their time to research are educational psychology majors with

more than two thirds (68.3 percent) indicating sane involvement (sse Table 188).

Of the reclaiming fields psychology majors, guidance majors, and student personnel

najors are quite likely to report involvement in research in their present position.

Least likely to have a research dimension in their present, positions are secondary

education majors, subject area majors, and practical arts majors. It 38o:however,

rare indeed for a person with a brand new doctorate to be heavily involved in

research. In fact, only fourteen people in the entire sample of 2064 indicated

involvement of greater than 80 percent. In addition Table 188 indicates that

onlyeipercent of the entire sample devote more than one fifth of their time to

research. Of those idividuals who are involved to this extent the major proportion
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TABLE 188 - DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ALLOCATION TO RESEARCH
RESPONSIBILITIES: BY MAJOR FIELDS

Special education
Administration
Curriculum
Physical education
Practical arts
Social. foundations
Subject areas
Math and science education
Educational psychology
Secondary education
Elementary education
Higher education
Guidance
Psychology
Student personnel

Total

Not
involved

N %

36 52.2
309 61.6
67 63.2
31 64.6
71 67.6
25 51.0
81 67.5
45 59.2
38 31.7
63
67 65.0
30 55.6
85 46.2
50 44.6
16 47.1

1014

20%

N

27 39.1
166 33.1
32 30.2
13 27.1
25 23.8
18 36.8
31 25.8
26 34.2
54 45.0
23 25.3
31 30.1
21 38.9
88 47.8
38 33.9
15 44.1

608

2-
100%

N % N

6 8.6 69
27 5.4 502

7 6.5 106
4 8.4 48
9 8.7 105
6 12.3 49
8 6.7 120
5 6.5 76

28 23.4 120
5 5.5 91
5 4.9 103
3 5.6 54

11 5.9 184
24 21.5 112

3 8.8 34
153. 1773

..S

of them. seem to be educational psychology majors, and psychology majors.

With respect to the time devoted to writing in their present position chi-

squared analysis again indicates considerable independence of the major field

(p <4001). The results for the total sample indicate that less than 9 percent are

likely to be involved in writing or other creative work to the extent that it

engages more than 10 percent of their time (see Table 189). Least likely to be

involved in writing are physical education majors and psychology majors. Most

likely to be involved are student personnel majors, and those majoring in the

subject areas. Social foundation majors, student personnel majors, and subject

area majors are moat likely to be spending more than 10 percent of their time in

writing, while physical education majors, practical arts majors, and elementary

education majors are least likely to be writing. With respect to counseling,
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TABLE 189 - DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ALLOCATION Ttl WRITING

RESPONSIBILITIFS: BY MAJOR FIELDS
yeaftemmiftwrommornesamaelorraas

Not 1.0- 10-
involved 10% 100%

N %

Special education 44 63.8
Administration 311 62.0
Curriculum 68 64.2
Physical education 35 72.9
Practical arts 61 58.1
Social foundations 27 55.1
Subject areas 63 52.5
Math and scieLce education 37 48.7
Educational psychology 72 60.0
Secondary education 50 54.9
Elementary education 59 57.3
Higher education 33 61.1
Guidance 103 56.0
Psychology 78 69.6
Student personnel 16 47.1

Total 1085

N %

20 29.0
152 30.3
32 30.2
12 25.0
41 39.0
15 30.6
37 30.8
30 39.5
33 27.5
31 34.1
40 38.8
18 33.3
64 34.8
20 17.9
13 38.2

558

N % N

5 7.2 69
39 7.8 502
6 5.6 106
1 2.1 48
3 2,9 105
7 14.2 49
20 lb.6 120
9 11.8 76
15 12.5 12C
10 11.0 91
4 3.9 10:
3 5.6 54
17 9.1 184
14 12.5 112
5 14.7 34

158 1773

advising, individual case work, etc. Ohi-squared analysis shows a very high degree

of independence between the major fields (p4:.001). The data however hold no

surprises with guidance majors, psychology majors and student personnel majors

most heavily involved in this task category and administration majors and currim-

lum majors least involved (see Table 190). While a considerable majority of the

total sample reports some involvement in cammittee work at department, sdhool, and

university levelstit is again rare to see heavy involvement on the part of these

recent graduates. The results in Table 191 suggest that social foundation majors

and practical arts majors are most likely to report committee work as a dimension

of their present position, while psychology majors, educational psychology majors,

and adanistration majors are least likely to have this kind of responsitility.

Finally, time allocated to service, community, state, institutional, professional
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TABLE 190 DISTRI131JT3DN.OF TIME ALIDCATION TO COUNSTIM
RESPONSIBILITIM BY MAJOR FIELDS

Not 0%- 30%-
involved 30% 100%

N% N% N% N

Special educatic 28 40.6 36 52.3.
Administration 275 54.8 211 42.3.
Curriciulum 60 56.6 44 41.5
Physical education 17 35.4 31 64.6
Practical arts 41 39.0 63 60.0
Social foundations 19 38.8 28 57.1
Subject areas 56 46.7 62 51.7
Math and science education 33. 40.8 45 59.2
Educational psychology 44 36.7 57 47.6
Secondary education 43 47.3 47 51.7
Elementary education 34 33.0 66 64.0
Higher education 25 46.3 29 53.7
Guidance 40 21.7 85 46.2
Psychology 28 25.0 41 36.5
Student personnel 6 17.6 19 55.9

Total 747 864

timonownMOMM~11111NIMMORMIMNINIMINNEVIONIr

5 7.0 69
16 3.2 502

2 1.8 3.06
0 0.0 48
3. 1.0 105
2 4.0 49
2 1.7. 120
0 0.0 76

19 15.9 120
1 1.1 91
3 3.0 103
0 0.0 54

59 32.0 184
43 38.4 112
9 26.3 34

162 1773

organizations etc.) is most common among special education majors, administration

majors, and practical arts majors and least common among psychology majors,

higher education majors, secondary education majors, and physical education majors

(see Table 192).

While the preceding paragraph represented a fairly accurate description of

the present position in terms of division of time, certain significant departures

are notable when the respondents are requested to indicate how they would like

to divide their time. These results are presented in Table .1.93. First, in

looking at the dimension of presence versus absence of involvement in a particular

dimension it is clear that fewer individuals would prefer to devote their time

to administrative supervision, counseling, committee work, and service. t See

Table 183 for comparison. On the other hand, more would like to be involved in
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TABLE 193. - DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ALIJOCATION CYJMMITrEE lORK
RESPONSIBILITIES: BY MAJOR FIELD S

Not 141,- 11%-
involved 10% 100%

N % II % N % N

Special education 32 46.4 32 46.4
Administration 283 56.4 188 37.5
Curriculum 42 39.6 53 50.0
Physical education 16 33.3 29 60.4
Practical arts 26 24.8 58 55.2
Social foundations 14 28.6 25 51.0
Subject areas 52 43.3 59 49.2
Math and science education 32 42.1 39 51.3
Educational psychology 66 55.0 45 37.5
Secondary education 43 47.3 40 44.0
Elementary education 41 39.8 56 54.4
Higher education 20 37.0 29 53.7
Guidance 87 47;3 83 45.1
Psychology 67 59.8 36 32.1
Student personnel 13 38.2 16 47.1

Total 834 788

5 7.2 69
33. 6.2 502
11 10.4 106
3 63 48
21 20.0 105
10 20.4 49
9 7.5 "120
5 6.6 76
9 7.5 12n

8 8.8 91
6 6.9 103

5 9:3 54
14 7.6 184
9 8.0 112

5 14.7 34
152. 1773

TABLE 192 - DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ALLOCATION TO SERVICE
RESPONSIBILITIES: BY MAJOR FIELD

Not
involved

N %

1%-
10%

N %

Special education 30 43.5 35 50.7
Administration 241 48.0 212 42.2
Curriculum 57 53.8 46 43.4
Physical education 31 64.6 15 31.3
Practical arts 51 48.6 49 46.8
Social foundatimas 27 55.1 18 36.7
Subject areas 76 63.3 41 34.2
Math and science education 46 60.5 29 38.2
Educational psychology 83 69.2 31 25.8
Secondary education 61 67.0 26 28.6
Elementary education 56 54.4 44 42.7
Higher education 37 68.5 15 27.8
Guidance 109 59.2 68 37.0
Psychology 70 62.5 34 33.4
Student personal 20 58.8 12 35.3

Total 995 675

ll%-
100%

N % N

4 5.7 69

49 9.8 502

3 2.7 106
2 4.2 48
5 4.8 105
4 8.2 49
3 1.7 120
1 1.3 76
6 4.9 120

4 4.4 91
3 2.9 103
2 3.7 54
7 3.6 184
8 7.2 112
2 5.9 34

103 1773
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teaching, research, and writing. The present positions held by the respondents

seem to involve a wide variety of responsibilities with pelhape one major responsi-

bility. There seems to be a large number whose major responsibility is teaching,

but the remainder of thefrtime is allocated to several varied kinds of responsi-

bilities. The trend in describing the preferred distribution of their time and

the position they would desire seems to be in the direction of less time devoted

to their major responsibility with the remainder of their time devoted to a fewer

number of other responsibilities. Wile many individuals in the sample would

like to be involved in teaching, relative few want to teach more than half time,

The remainder of their time would be devoted to research and writing. Relatively

few see committee work or service as an important dimension in their job, and,of

those who are willing to indicate a desire to engage in this kind of activity,

very few would devote more than 10 percent of their time to it. In summary, it

would seem that the majority of respondents would prefer positions or aspire to

positions involving a smaller total number of activities with the time devoted

to these fewer activities more equally distribaed.

Another dimension of present position about which data was collected had to

do with the extent of involvement in preparation or teachers. The results in Table

l94 indicate that 26.4 percent are not at all involved in the preparation of

teachers, and this is the modal categoy. Approximately three-eights of the total

sample state that they are involved to a large extent or almost entirely. It is

highly probable, however, that 26.4 percent not presently involved in preparation

of teachers simply reflects a number of individuals now employed in agencies

outside colleges and universities and have little or no contact with teachers in

training. No differences are apparent with respect to degree groups on this variable

(see Table 194), but a very signigicant chi-square does result from an analysis
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TABLE 194.- EXTOT OF INVOLVEMENT IN TEACHER PREPARATION
IN PRESENT POSITION: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

}MMINIMPOIMMMICIP

Not at all
To a limited extent
To some extent
To a large extent
Almost entirely
No response

Total

Ed.D. Ph.D. Total

N % N % N %

353 26.2 192 27.2 546 26.4
250 18.6 138 19.5 393 19.0
219 16.3 119 16.9 341 16.5

211 15.7 121 17.1 334 16.2
300 22.3 129 18.3 432 20.9

14 1.0 7 1.0 21 1.0

1347 100.1 706 100.0 2067 100.0

TABLE 195 - EXTENT OF nivoLviama IN TEACHER PREPARATION
IN PRESENT POSITION: BY AGE GROUPS

Younger

N %

Older

N %

Not at all 224 29.6 226 24.4.

To a limited extent 136 18.0 185 20.0

To some extent 106 14..0 173 18.7
To a large extent 123 16.2 140 15.1
Almost entirely 162 21.4 190 20.5

ITO response 6 0.8 11 1.2
Total 757 100.0. 925 99.9

by age groups (p c .05), and by major fields (p.001). Between the age groups,

the younger gradnates.semn somewhat less likely to be involved as heavily as the

older groups in teacher preparatioa (see Table 195). Among major fields most

likely not to be involved are psychology majors with 59.9 percent of this group

indicating no involvement (see Table 196) . Of the remaining majors less apt to

be involved are guidance majors, student personnel majors, and administration

majors. On the other hand most likely to be involved are math and science educa-

tion majors, special education majors, physical education majors, and elementary

majors. Of those likely to be almost entirely involved in the preparation of
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TABLE 196 - EXTENT OF MourEmsr IN MO NA PR&ARATIOr
IN PRESENT POSITION: BY MOOR FIELDS

Not To a limited To same To a large Almost
at all extent extent extent entirely

N % N

Special education 9 13.0
Administration 173 34.5
Curriculum 20 18.9
Physical education 5 10.4
Practical arts 19 18,1
Social foundations 8 16.3
Subject areas 16 13.3
Math and science education 8 10.5
Educational psychology 32 26.7
Secondary education 14 15.4
Elementary education 14 13.6
Higher education 16 29.6
Gedance 70 38.0
Psychology 57 50.9
Student personnel 33 38.2

9
125

20
4

3.0

6
21
9

28
9
9

12
43
23

8

%N%N,ItirbN
13.0 11 15.9 17
24.9 89 17.7 48
18.9 12 11.3 21
8.3 8 16.7 18
9.5 22 21.0 30

12.2 5 10.2 9
17.5 16 23.3 38
11.8 13. 34.5 21
23.3 25 20.8 21
9.9 12 13.2 19
8.7 8 7.8 23

22.2 14 25.9 7
23.4 32 17.4 16
20.5 16 14.3 10
23.5 6 17.6 2

24.6 23 33.3 69
9.6 65 12.9 502

19.8 31 29.2 106
37.5 12 25.0 48
28.6 24 22.9 105
18.4 21 42.9 49
31.7 24 23.8 120
27.6 25 32.9 76
17.5 13 10,8 120
20.9 36 39.6 91
12.6 58 56.3 103
13.0 4 7.4 54-
8.7 22-, 12.0 184
8.9 6 5.4 112
5.9 4 11.8 34

teachers are elementary education majors, social foundation majors, and secondary

education majors. Least likely to be involved "almost entirely" in the pre-

paration of teachers are psychology majors, higher education majors, and educational

psychology majors.

When these results on present position are compared with the extent to which

the respondents would like to be involved in the preparation of teachers, certain

changes are very apparent. Only 10.6 percent indicate that they would prefer

no involvement, a substantial reduction compared with the 26.4 percent presently

not involved. At the sal,-0 time fewer would describe the positions to which they

aspire in terms of almost total involvement of preparation of teachers. In their

present position 20.9 percent indicate they are almost entirely involved in the

preparation of teachers, and this reduces to 11.8 percent in the description of

the desired position. With respect to the desired extent of involvement in
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TABLE 197 - EVENT OF INVOLVINENT IN TEACHER PREPARATION
IN DESIRED POSITION: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

Not at all
To a limited extent
To acme extent
To a large extent
Almost entirely
No response

Total

Ed.D.

N

130 9.7
186 13.8
365 27.1
432 32.1
186 13.8
48 3.6

1347 100.1

Ph.D.

N %

Total

N %

89 12.6 219 10.6
126 17.8 313 15.1
206 29.2 577 27.9
192 27.2 629 30.4
56 7.9 243 11.8
37 5.2 86 4.2
706 99.9 2067 100.0

TABLE 198 - EXTENT OF INVOLVEMENT IN TEACHER. PRNIARATION
IN DESIRED POSITION: BY AGE GROUPS

Younger Older

%N % N

Not at all 103 13.6 88
To a limited extent 131 17.3 107
To some extent 213 28.1 252
To a large extent 209 27.6 309
Almost entirely 73 9.6 124
No response 28 3.7 45

Total 757 99.9 925

11111Mlf11111131163.

9.5
11.6
27.2
33.4
13.4
4.9

100.0

preparation of teachers a significant chi-squared does result across age groups

(p 4L.01) and degree groups (p<.01). These results are shown in Tables 197 and

198. The direction of difference seems to be one of less involvement or no

involvement 4.n preparation of teachers on the part of the younger graduates. The

same interpretation can be made of the degree groups (p1;.01). It should be noted

for both of these variables, there is a general movement toward less non-involve-

ment and lees total involvement. The noteworthy aspect of this interpretation

is that the differences between age groups and degree groups maintain themselves.

1
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Major fields show highly probable independence on desired amount of

involvement (p <401). Table 199 summarizes this analysis and contains two

features of potential interest. Firsts hen compared with Table 196 which

distributes present involvement, the proportion indicating no involvement

decreases for all fifteen major areas. Likewise, for the category "almost

entirely" involved, there is a cor: int decrease for all fifteen majors. Hence,

the general trend suggested by the mass data is maintained by each major.

Secondly, the most common mode among the various majors is found in the category,

"to a large extenW for ten of the fifteen majors. Educational psychology,

higher education, and guidance majors in general tend to respond in the category

"to same extent, Student personnel majors tend to prefer "limited" involvement,

and psychology majors manifest a bimodal distribution of involvement either pre

ferring involvement to some extent or not at all.

The final dimension of the present position to be dealt with here is the

level of student, or division of time over levels, with which the respondent

work: The data in Table 200 indicates that 22.5 percent of the total sample

work almost entirely with undergraduates, with an additional 19.4 percent working

mostly or almost entirely with graduate students. These percentages however are

somewhat deflated by the fact that a considerable number of the sample are not

employed by a college or university or did not respond to this item. From

previous information it is reasonable to assume that practically all of those

not responding to this item also fall into the category of not employed by a

college or university (sae Table 180). When these percentages are adjusted to

reflect only those responses of individuals employed in collegesor universities

it may be seen, that 63.4 percent of the sample work mostly with undergraduates

or almost entirely with undergraduates, 21.9 percent of the sample work entirely,
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TABLE 199 - EXTENT OF INVOLVNIENT IN TEACHER PREPARATION
IN DESIRED POSITION: BY MAJOR FIELDS

Not at To limited To some To a large Almost
all extent extent extent entirely

Special education 5
Administration 69
Curriculum 3
Physical education 0
Practical arts 8
Social foundations 2
Subject areas 5
Math and science education 6
Educational psychology 10
Secondary education 4
Elementary education 6
Higher education 11
Guidance 32
Psychology 35
Student personnel 5

7.2 10 14.5 19 27.5
12.9 92 18.3 151 30.1

2.8 5 4.7 21 19.8
0.0 1 2.1 7 14.6
7.6 11 10.5 28 26.7
4.1 7 14.3 13 26.5

4.2 13 10.8 29 24.2
7.9 4 5.3 14 18.4
8.3 23 19.2 44 36.7
4.4 6 6.4 22 24.2
5.8 4 3.9 20 19.4

20.4 10.. 18.5 17 31.5
17.4 38 20.7 56 30.4

31.3 22. 19.6 35 31.3

14.7 11. 32.4 9 26.5

p it
a

iv

26 37.7
124 24.7
52 49.1
30 62.5
40 38.1
21 42.9
52 43.3

38 504
33 27.5
36 39.6
36 35.0
11 20.4
34 18.5
12 10.7
6 17.6

7 10.1 69
47 9.4 502
20 18.9 106
8 16.7 48
17 16.2 105
6 12.2 49

15 12.5 120
11 14.5 76
3 2.5 120

19 20.9 91
33 32.0 103
2 3.7 54
14 7.6 184
2 1.8 112
3 8.8 34

or almost entirely with graduates, and an additional 10 percent divide their time

equally between the two levels. In comparing age groups on this dimension a

highly significant chi-squared does result (p4:.001). A considerable proportion

of the chi-squared however is accounted for by the tendency of the younger

students to be employed at the college ox' university level, but there is a trend

also in the direction of greater involvement with graduate level students on the

part of the younger students, plus somewhat more likelihood of holding a position

in a college or university,but working with students directly. A significant

difference also appears between the degree groups on this variable, but in this

case a much larger proportion of the difference seems to be associated with the

greater number of Ed.D.'s employed outside the university setting. There is

only a very slight trend toward greater involvement with graduate students on the

irs
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TABLE 200 - DIVISION OF REM RESPONSIBILITY ACROSS LEVEL.
OF STUDENTS: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

Almost entirely with
undergraduates

Mostly with undergraduates,
partly with graduates

About half the time devoted
to each group

Mostly with graduates, some
with undergraduates

Almost entirely with
graduates

Not employed by college
or university

Einployed by college or
university, but do not
work directly with students

No response
Total

Ed. D.

N %

296 22.0

260 19.3

90 6.7

64 48
90 6.7

197 14.6

31 2.3
319 23.7

1347 10001

Ph.D. Total

N % N %

166 23.5

138 19.5

45 6.4

47 6.7

97 13.7

465 22.5

402 19.4

136 6.6

111 5.4

189 9.1

57 8.1 254 12.3

32 4.5
124 17.6
706 100.0

Of those
employed at

college level

34.0

29.4

10.0

8.1

13.8

63 3.0 4.6
447 21.6

2067 99.9 99.9

part of the Ph.D.'s. Chi-squared analysis of major field versus level of student

again results in a high degree of independence (p <.001). Again much of this

chi-squared is accounted for by differ ential. involvement in certain majors in

employment settings outside the colleges and universities. Some interesting trends

however are apparent. From Table 202 it may be seen that student personnel majors

and social foundation majors are most likely to be entirely involved with under-

graduates. Least likely to work entirely with undergraduates are special education

majors, psychology majors, administration majors, and curriculum majors. In the

combined categories "mostly working with graduate students" and "almost entirely

working with graduate students," it may be seen that social foundation majors,

educational psychology majors, psychology majors, and guidance majors are moat
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TABLE 201 - DIVISION OF PRESENT RESPONSIBILITY ACROSS LEVEL
OF STU II 1)0 BY GE e't UPS

Younger Older

Almost entirely with
undergraduates 157 20.7 231 25.0

Mostly with undergraduates,
partly with graduates 162 21.4 169 18.3

About half the time devoted
to each group 56 7.4 56 6.1

Mostly with graduates, some
with undergraduates 48 6.3 30 3.2

Almost entirely with
graduates 87 U.S 63 6.8

Not employed by college
or university 91 12.0 123 13.3

Employed by college or
university, but do not
work directly with students

No response
Total

31 4.1 23 2.5
125 16.5 230 24.9
757 9969 925 100.1

likely to hold positions in which their focus is on the graduate level student.

Least likely, to be holding positions working mainly or entirely with graduate

students are physical education majors, practical arts majors, elementary majorsp

secondary majors, the subject area majors, and math and science education majors.

It seems clear that most likely to work with graduate students are those indi-

viduals in areas where training and certification is undertaken at the graduate

level. Guidance counselors usually become certified as such after receipt of the

bachelor's degree, and these are the individuals with whom those with doctoral

degrees in the same areas are most likely to be working. Likewise with social

foundation majors and educational psychology majors, where in general only a

single course in these two areas maybe offered in an undergraduate teacher edu-

cation professional sequence, and the vast majority of courses in these areas are

graduate level.
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TABLE 202 DIVISION OF PRESENT RESPONSIBILITY ACROSS LEVMS
OF STUDEETS: BY MAJOR FIELDS

Almost
entirely Mostly- Half time/ Non-college
under- under- mostly Entirely student
grads grads grads* grads involiament**

N%N%N
Special education 6 8.7 16 23.2 24 34.8
Administration 65 12.9 45 9.0 37 7.4
Curriculum 20 18.9 21 19.8 12 11.3
Physical education 15 31.3 18 37.5 9 18.8
Practical arts 27 25.7 45 42.9 10 9.5
Social foundations 20 40.8 9 18.4 7 34.3
Subject areas 46 38.3 32 26.7 7 5.8
Math/acience education 25 32.9 20 26.3 10 13.1
Educational psychology 25 20.8 25 20.8 21 17.5
Secondary education 28 30.8 22 24.2 11 12.1
Elementary education 28 27.2 35 34.0 12 11.6
Higher education 20 37.0 11 20.4 7 13.0
Guidance 40 21.7 29 15.8 27 14.7
Psychology 19 17.0 19 17.0 12 13.8
Student personnel 14 41.2 6 17.6 0 0.0

Total 398 353 206

N %

8.7 17 24.6
7.6 317 61.1
8.5 44 41.5
0.0 6 12.5
7.6 15 14.3

14.3 6 12.3
4.2 30 25.0
5.3 17 22.3

14.2 32 26.7
2.2 28 30.8
3.9 .24 23.4
9.3 11 20.4
16.3 58 31.5
13.4 47 42.0
11.8 10 28.4

662

%N%
6

38
9
0
8

7
5

4
17
2
4
5

30
15
4

154

N

69
502
106
48

105
49
120
76
120
91
103
54

184
112
34

1773

*Categories were combined for the purpose of obi - square analysis.
**This category includes the "no response" category, non-college employment,

and college employment not directly involving students.

It these recent recipients of the doctoral degree held the position which

they presently desire the group as a whole would distribute their time quite

differently between graduates and undergraduates than is presently the cases(see

Table 203). While the preceding results (see Table 200) indicate that at present,

34 percent of those teaching at the college and university level work almost

entirely with undergraduates, this figure reduces to 7.6 percent when the respond-

ents describe their desiredtypeof position. At the seams time the vast majority

would prefer to devae some of their time to working with undergraduates. This is

indicated by the fact that the proportion of individuals now working alacet'entirely.
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TABLE 203 - DESIRE DIVISION OF IMPONSIBITITIES ACROSS LEVU,S
OF STUDENTS: TOTAL SAMPLE AN! BY DECitEE S

Omit

41.1111111111111111101MMI!

Ph.D.

N % N %

Total

Of those
who would
teach at

the college
level

N % %

with graduate students remains unchanged when the respondents described their

desired position. The generality of the desire to hold a position with a better

balance of work between undergraduates and graduate students holds across degree

groups and ago groups,in that the subgroupsinboth of these variables move away

from total involvement with undergraduates. At thn same timeithe difference te-

tween the degree groups and between the age groups maintains itself with respent

to the desired position (see Tables 203 and 204). In other words, younger gradup.

ates and those with the Ph.D. degree at present are more likely to be involved

with graduate students than the older group or those holding the Ed.D. degrees.

with a better

balance of work between undergraduates and graduate students holds across degree

groups and ago groups,in that the subgroupsinboth of these variables move away

from total involvement with undergraduates. At thn same timeithe difference te-

tween the degree groups and between the age groups maintains itself with respent

to the desired position (see Tables 203 and 204). In other words, younger gradup.

ates and those with the Ph.D. degree at present are more likely to be involved

with graduate students than the older group or those holding the Ed.D. degrees.
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TABLE 204 - man DIVISION OF RESPONSIBILITIM ACROSS LEMS
OF STUDENTS: BY AGE MIHIPS

Almost entirely with undergraduates
Mostly with undergraduates, some

with graduates
About halt of the time devoted to each
Mostly with graduates, some with

undergraduates
Almost entirely with graduates

. Not employed by a college or university
Employed by colleges but do not work

with students
No response

Total

Younger Older

N N

3 5 4.6 74 8.0

129 17.0 200 21.6
225 29.7 228 24.6

144 19.0 146 15.8
94 12.4 81 9.4
37 4.9 42 4.5

12 1.6 14 1.5
81 10.7 134 14.5

757 99.9 925 99.9

However, irk describing desired positions the young graduates and those wits the

Ph.D. would still prefer to be less involved with undergraduate students.

A final question which has bearing on the aspirations of this sample has to

do with the extent to which the respondents feel that it is possible to attain

the kind of position they desire within the cot text of their present employing

organization. The results are presented in Table 205 and indicate that the model

group feels that it is highly possible to gain their aspirations within their

present employing organization (32.4 percent). More than a third (37.8 percent)

reflect in their responses various degrees of pessimism concerning this possibility.

The Ph.D.'s and the Ed.% t s do not differ in their responses to this item, although

the age groups do show a somewhat significant difference (p < .001) . The results

show that the younger group feels more positive toward the possibility of attaining

their professional aspirations within their present organization and are somewhat

more willing to respond to tbis item than is the case for the older group (see

Table 206). The major fields show a high degree of statistical independence on
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TABLE 205 - POSSIBILITY OF ATTAINING DESIRED Rfl3ITION warm
PRESENT 1PIOYING ORGANIZATION: TOTAL SAMPLE AND BY DEGREES

Ed.D. Ph.D. Total

% H %4

Highly possible
Quite possible
Possible, but prlikely
Quite unlikely
Very unlikely
No response

Total

H

418
326
188
100
241

74
1347

%

31.0
24.2
14.0
7.4
17.9

5.5
100.0

N

247
172
102

43
99
43
706

35.0 669 32.4
24.4 500 24.2
144 291 14.1
6.1 144 7.0

14.0 345 16.7
6.1 118 5.7

100.0 2067 100.1

TABLE 206 - POSSIBILITY OF ATTAINING DESIRED POSITION WITHIN
PRESENT litelOYING ORGANIZATION: BY AGE GROINS

Younger Older

% N %N

Highly possible 252
Quite possible 200
Possible, but unlikely 110
Quite unlikely 43
Very unlikely 120
No response 32

Total 757

33.3 285 30.8
26.4 208 22.5
1.4.5 128 13.8
5.7 72 7.8
15.9 169 18.3
4.2 63 6.8

100.0 925 100.0

0.11111=1/1=.1

41=.MMIIIMIONNIMMMIEm 411W~IO

this item with a chi-squared analysis producing a result significant at the .001

level. Thd results in Table 207 indicate that student personnel majors, curriculum

majors, and administration majors are tha most pessimistic about the likelihood

of achieving their goals within their present organisation. Hence, the later

two named major fields are also the two major fields most likely to be employed

in present public school settings, and considerable evidence has been presented

indicating a desire to move in their setting. It is quite likely that those

responding to these categories are simply refleatirg their desire to move into
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TABLE 207 - POSSIBILITY OF ATTAINING DESIRED POSIT= WITHIN
PRESENT EMPLOYING ORGANIZATION: BY MAJOR FIKLDS

High'
poosble

N %N
Quite

,...nervilhl

%N%N%N
Possible

but
u2! 4 '60 tr

Quite
unlikely

Very
unlikely

% N

Special education 32 46.4 13 18.8 5 7.2 4 5.8 10 14.5 69

Administration 128 25.5 126 25.1 69 13.7 33 6.6 117 23.3 502

Curriculum 29 27.4 23 21.7 12 11.3 11 10.4 23 21.7 106

Physical education 20 41.7 9 18.8 13 16.7 1 2.1 6 12.5 48

Practical arts 35 33.3 34 32.4 19 18.1 2 1.9 12 11.4 105

Social foundations 15 30.6 1.1 24.5 11 22.4 4 8.2 4 8.2 49

Subject areas 32 26.7 35 29.2 23 19.2 8 6.7 13 10.8 120

Math/science education 29 38.2 20 26.3 7 9.2 5 6.6 9 11.8 76

Educational paythology 51 42.5 32 26.7 10 8.3 6 5.0 17 14.2 120

Secondary education 33 36.3 21 23.1 14 15.4 11 12.1 9 9.9 91

Elementary education 38 36.9 25 24.3 10 9.7 8 7.8 17 16.5 103

Higher education 16 29.6 10 18.5 11 20.4 5 9.3 7 13.0 54

Guidance 55 29.9 39 21.2 33 17.9 16 8.7 28 15.2 184
Psychology 38 33.9 27 24.1 15 13.4 7 6.3 20 17.9 112

Student personnel 14 41.11 4 11.8 4 11.8 3 8.8 9 26.5 34
Total 565 430 251 124 301 1773

college level work. Most optimistic about the likelihood of achieving their

professional goals in present organization are educational psychology majors,

math and science education majors, practical arts majors, and special education

majors.
A

" =;41:

1.7)
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VI SMEARY

Zoliasamil

There is a growing recognition of the crucial role of public education

in the future of the country. Along with this recognition there has been

a growing concern by the public about those individuals or groups that

influence the programs and policies of the schools. There is probably.no

single group that has more to say about thedirection that public education

takes than professional educators -- especially those having the doctoral

degree in education. These are the individuals who operate the teacher

training programs, perform research in the areas of teaching and learning,

who administer education programs at all levels, and counsel today's youth.

The success of the nation's educational system is in no small measure in the

hands of these professionals holding doctoral degree.

Any group playing such a crucial role should be subjected to a very

close scrutiny. /et this group of educational leaders has not been the

object of extensive research. Relatively little is known about them as a

group, and no agency or organization has consistently manifested an interest

in such an investigation.

allEALTEL

The objectives of this study are three in number as follows:

1. To inquire into that group of individuals receiving the doctorate

in the field of professional education in the United States during the year

1963-64 relative to the followings

a. Personal and sociological characteristics of the sample.

b. Motives for entering the dootOral program in education.

a. Perception and evaluation of their 'experiences during the

doctoral program.
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d. Present position and professional aspirations.

2. To compare the mantises of this group of respondents with those of

a comparable sample receiving their degree between 1936-58.

3. To compare the responses of certain subgroups within the samples mainly:

a. Degree (M.D. versus Ph.D.)

b. Age (older versus younger doctoral graduates)

c. Length of program (shorter versus longer program)

1
d. Major field

e Community background

f. Size of program (large versus =all doctoral programs in education)

i;7.rocedura

The population to be investigated was defineid as all those individuals

receiving the doctoral degree (Ed.D. or Ph.D.) in education between

September 1, 1963 and August 31, 1964. Research method consisted of

survey procedure employing a questionnaire with serd.-structured response

1
alternatives designed in part to facilitate coding. The cooperation of the

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education was solicited to aid

Iin identifying and contacting institutions aware-4 doctoral degrees in

education and gaining their cooperation in supplying names and addresses of

degree recipients.

1

Questionnaires were mailed directly to the graduates and follcw-ups

were sent on three subsequent occasions, one of which included a new

Iquestionnaire.

EEM coding was undertaken by a team of undergraduate student's under

the supervision of the investigator. Tabulation and statistical analyses
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were done by the Indihna University Data Processing Service. Statistical

analyses consisted mainly of chi-squared analysis, plus analysis of variance

for the few incidences for which it was appropriatc. The results and

conclusions follow.

Results and Conclusions

In the original statement of objectives of this study, one primary

objective and two secondary objectives were described. The primary objective

was to inquire into that group of individuals receiving the doctorate in the

field of professional education in the year from Septemeber 1963 to

September 1964. Four different foci of this primary objective were defined

as being of specie: interest. These foci were, respectively, the personal

and sociological characteristics of the sample, their motives for entering

the doctoral program, their perceptions and evaluations of selected experi-

ences during the program, and their present professional aspirations. The

secondary objectives of this investigation. were (1) to select certain

subgroups within the sample for comparative purposes, and (2) to compare

the responses of the 1963-64 graduates with a similar group surveyed some

six years ago.

The outline of this chapter will follow the three study objectives.

That is to say, there is a section on the survey foci, another on the

various subgroups within the sample (the independent variables), and a

section on the changes since the 1956-58 sample. In addition there will

be a short introductory section on production information. Each section

within this chapter will include a summary of those finding's which seem to

have the greatest significance, plus acme conclusions and implications.
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The reader should be forewarned at this point that it is in this

chapter that the biases of this writer will be most in evidence. Wile

undoubtedly certain biases were built into the study in its initial

conceptualization, as well as its later implementation, the biases will be

much more open and obvious in this chapter. It may be the case that the

beet person to study these data, select -ihe "significant" findings, and

draw conclusions and implications would be a graduate school dean or perhaps

a director of the graduate division of education. It is quite possible

that a amber of individuals in these positions would be able to bring to

bear on these datkiiell developed and perfectly defensible evaluative

criteria for judging the responses of this sample. This writer's backg round

is in educational psychology, and he is presently employed as such. Re has

not been, nor is he likely to become, either a graduate dean or director

of a graduate program in education. As a result the evaluative criteria

implictly or explictly projected in this chapter are likely to reflect a

considerable amount of personal subjectivity and professional naivete.

While these facts may detract from the author4tiveness of the conclusions.

and implications drawn, it is not necessarily harmful to the chapter

objectives. In fact it may be an asset. To the extent that the discerning

reader challenges statements, he is also probably stimulated to offer

alternative interpretations based upon his own study of the data.

Doctoral Production 1963-1964

To the extent that the procedures used in this investigation were

successful in identifying those institutions conferring the doctoral degree

in education, it would appear that 2488 individuals were awarded the degree

during the 1 year interval studied. This figure probably represents somewhere
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between 15 and 20 percent of all doctoral degrees conferred in all fields

during the same 1 year period. During the 2 year interval from September 1956

to September 1958 approximately 3300 people received doctoral degrees in

professional education, indicating an annual production rate at the time

somewhat greater than Vas doctorates per year. Hence it would seem that

production has increased byapprcaimately 50 percent during the 6 year

period between studies. It would seem to be almost gratifying gross rate,

except for the fact that there is no evidence whatsoever, from this study

or elsewhere, which indicates that the shortage of college teachers or

education or doctoral level professional workers is diminishing. In facts

the evidence is quite to the contrary.

In the earlier study it was determined that 92 institutions had granted

all degrees to the 3300 graduates in that sample. The present study indicates

that 108 institutions, at the very' least, have doctoral programs in professional

education. This represents a net gain of 16 institutions offering advanced

graduate study in the field. It is the case however that of the 92

institutions friths earlier study five institutions have either dropped

their program or granted no degrees during the year. Hence, it would seem

that 19 new institutions are included on the list. However, evidence was

gained by the MU during its efforts to identify institutions having

doctoral programs that the total number of degree granting institutions may

well exceed 121 at this time. The difference is accounted for by institutions

with either newly approved programs, or very small programs granting no

degrees during the year surveyed. Simply to look at total production

figures or the number of institutions involved in that production obscures

mut* relevant Information. For example, 3344 of the 2488 doctoral recipients,

Il
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or 54 percent of the sample, received their degrees from 21 institutions.

The 21 institutdons with new programs produced exactly 100 graduated during

the your mtnAinel- Tha five: irintitutteng no longer vantinr doctorates would

have been expected to produce around 25 graduates during the 1 year interval.

Hence, the net gain in production attributable to new programs would seem to

be approximately 75 graduates, or less than 10 percent of the total pro:bottom

increase of 800 individuals. It is also interesting to note that while the

top 21 institutions in this study produced 54 percent of the graduates, the

top 21 institutions in the earlier study accounted for approximately 68 percent

of the sample. This would indicate a somewhat less heavily skewed distribution

in the direction of the smaller programs. While the data very clearly

indicate that the increase in the number of graduates canjiot be attributed

to new programs, they also indicate that the increase is not accounted for

to an appreciable extent by the institutions with very large programs.

Rather, it is the intermediate size programs that seem to have expanded

the most and account for the majority of the increase. It seems much more

Likely that an institution producing 8 to 16 doctorates per year in

the earlier study are quite likely to have at least doubled their production

during the intervening years. The very large programs on the other hand

are considerably more likely to be Hating program size, perhaps tecause.of

conscious policy decision, perhaps not. It is interesting to note, however,

that there seems to be a very significant difference between private and

public institutions in growth rate between the two studies. El of the

16 institutions labeled nunderprodUcers" are private. These findings may

have a variety of implications for increasing the production of doctorates in

the next 2. years. For instance it is entirely, possible that some of the large
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programs are encountering upper limits in terms of physical facilities, staff,

and administrative apparatus which may make expansion extremely difficult.

At the same time these are probably the institutions with the greatest prestige

in the field and they are certainly most visible to the student., At the same

time those institutions which at present have no program may face almost

inset mountable ;emblems of attracting competent staff and developing the kind

of visibility necessary to attract good candidates for the program. Perhaps

then, the intermediate size of program does in fact represent the potential

source of production increases in the future: The question of why the

privately supported institutions with substantial programs seem not to be

participating in production increases should merit immediate attention of

the field.

The variety or major fields umdertaken by individual e in the sample

are moat remarkable in their diversity. More than 85 categories were

necessary to code the major field listed by the respondent. mile a portion

of this number and variety can be attributed to the peculiarities of

institutional organisation and another portion maybe due to the idiosyncrasies

of the self concepts of these graduates, there remains a huge number of

apparent specialisation within the field.. Renewed effort to define more

clearly the naming; of education as an area of study and/Or a discipline

seems clearly implied, it for no other reason than these highly specialised

fleas of study tend to become self perpetuating.

Continuing to dominate the doctoral program, at least in naiber, are

the school administrators with about. 20 percent of the total sample falling

into this group. The next ant populous major is guidance and counseling,

a distant second with only about 40 percent as ate/ graduates as adlinistratim
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Immediately behind the two leaders are a cluster of about seven gross);

categorized majors each representing about 5 percent of the total population.

These include educational psychology, secondary education, elementary

....LA -1 - fiemmmAMAsokm_n_egatisva.oitit uurwmailuftwavauxecm scup, mina wive

is interesting to note that most of these major fields represent about the

same proportion of the total group of graduates as was the case in the earlier

study. In other words production of the various majors seems to be

increasing at about the same rate as the total group as a whole. There are,

however, same exceptions. For example special education, science education,

and guidance produced more graduates during the year than would have been

predicted fral the earlier study. There is evidence, to be cited later,

indicating that these same fields also tend to dminate the NSF and NEU

fellowship programs.

The final data on production related to the two degrees, and the results

indicate that of the 2051 providing this information 1345 received the M.D.

degree. This represents 65.1 percent of the sample, and is remarkable only

in that it represents about the same degree distribution as the 1956-58

sample. This suggests that neither side seems to have gained an advantage,

or lost, in the inglorious battle of degrees.

ListmLard Social Characteristics,

In the total sample of 2067 individuals responding there were 1699 men

and 372 tea, with five not indentifiable by sex. Hence, approximately

82 percent of the sample was male. This neve represents a very slight

increase in the predominance of men among doctoral recipients in education

sines the earlier study where the proportion of men was 79.7 percent.
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lath respect to origins* all 50 states* a number of the territories*

andavariety of foreign nations were named as the place of birth of the

individuals lathe sample. Restricting consideration to those born in the

Waited Statile* it is 4106k, Asioungwws-, treat not all ;Wes -indh Aalantad

to the extent that would be expected on a basis of population. The results

at a procedure devised to define over-and under-producing states clearly

indicate consistent underreposentation frog the south and southeast.

.
Overproduction= the other band seems to be associated with the "great plains"

area =direst toward the Rocky /boatel= and on into the Pacific northwest.

The aid-west and east are remarkably predictable on the basis of population.

Viewing the sample interns of the kinds of communities in which they

were reared* as opposed to their native state* it is apparent that large

metropolitan areas* mall villages, and rural areas are most heavily

represented. Duch less often do these individuals emerge from suburban

areas and the smaller cities and towns.

A look at, the family structure of these doctoral recipients during

their formative years presents an illuminating: pictures of educational and

professional aspiration. Keeping in mind that the sample of indivuduals

studied have all reached the highest educational level* and are all occupied

at the professional level* the contrast with the past generation is obvious.

Forty-one percent of the fathers of the respondents terminated their

education in elementary school* 66.9 percent terminated their education with

high school* and only 15.9 percent hold degrees at a level. Mbile by

definition IOC percent of the respondents bold doctoral degrees* it is

noteworthy that only 34 percent of their fathers hold, this degree.

Contrasting educational level with occupational level,, it is interesting
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to note that while less than 16 percent hold college degrees 39.8 percent

were occupied at the professional or managerial level. This suggests

occupational success of the fathers which is not commensurate with, but exceeds,

educational level,. The fact that less than 5 percent of the fathers were

associated with education either as teacher or non-teacher, clearly indicates

that the indivuduals in the sample have moved in a career direction Itnth

lit" lee family precedent. Mothers of the respondents presented a somewhat

similar picture, educationally, although they were less likely to have

terminated their education in elementary school. Thirty-three point eight

percent did not terminate at the elementary level, while 71.1 percent

were high school graduates. Only 10.9 percent of the mothers had been

granted degrees at any level. Only 22.8 percent of the mothers were listed

as having an occupation of any sort, but nearly twice as many mothers

were employed in the educational setting as fathers (8.9 percent to

4.5 percent, respeotively)*

Approximately 90 percent of the individuals in the sample were graduated

from public high schools, and of the remainder three-fourths came from

parochial schools. The rural and village origins of the sample are again

indicated by the feat that nearly half came from high school graduating

classes of less than 100 persons. When the undergraduate instituticas

are Olassified by type according to the 1957 edition of the MOE Directory

of:Higher Education, it appears that the modal institutional type is the

large and complex institution with three or more professional schools. The

next largest group, comprising 28.8 percent of the respondents, attended

smaller institutions emphasising liberal arts, general, and teacher preparation.

It *mad be noted here, however, that most of these individuals received

their bachelor's degrees considerably :Wm* 1957. Therefore it is quite

%; "11' ,A'Ap"
0
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probable that at the time of graduation many of their undergraduate

institutions were in lower classifications. Classified another way,

53.1 percent of the sample received their degrees from state institutions,

17.6 percent from private institutions, and 20.6 percent from church

affiliated schools. As undergraduates the largest single group majored

in education, but it is interesting to note that this group comprises only

about 33.8 percent of the sample. The next most common undergraduate major

was auoial science, followed by humanities, 25.0 percent and 20 percent

respectively. Undergraduate science majors seem to have been a poor source

for doctoral majors in education with only 9.1 percent of the total sample

having this undergraduate background.

Upon completing the bachelor's degree the individuals in the sample

tended to move into master's programs. In fact, only approximately 6 percent

indicated that no master's degree was taken. With respect to institution

there was a definite movement into the large complex institutions with

three or more professional schools with more than two-thirds of the sample

receiving master's degrees from this kind of institution. At the same time

there was a strong movement away from the church-related institutions into

the private institutions, while the state universities granted about the

same proportion of master's degrees as bachelor's degrees to the sample

(slightly over 50 percent). In fact, while 20.6 percent of the sample

received their bachelor's degrees from church-related institutions, only

7.6 percent received their master's from this kind of school. Private

schools on the other hand, having granted about 17.6 percent of the

bachelor's degrees to the sample, granted about 28 percent of the master's

degrees.

1 ..r.
A.; 1 1.',11A14*.04. 2.44a4V4
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While the preceding statements may indicate a continuous career

in school through the master's program, this is probably not the case. It

is much more likely that the master's degree was undertaken on a part-time

or summer basis after the bachelor's program in conlunction with a teething

position. EVidence for this lies in the fact that 1949 was the modal

year for receipt of the bachelor's degree while 1957 and 1958 are the modal

years for receiving the master's degree. Hence, a seven to eight year.

interval appears to be the most common between the receipt of the two

degrees. Interestingly enough the time interval between receipt of the

bachelor's and master's degree is somewhat greater than the time interval

between receipt of the master's and the doctoral degree.

Immediately prior to entry into the doctoral program more than 80

percent of the respondents were employed in the educational setting, and

of those so employed 40 percent held noneaching positions. In addition,

of the 60 percent employed in the educational setting as teachers, more than

half were teaching at the college level. These findings indicate a career

pattern correlating quite well with crxeonly believed success criteria,in

education. That is to say, mashy professionals believe that most common

rewards for successful classroom teaching consist either of promotion to

higher level teaching (e.g., college) or promotion into non-teaching

positions. The data further suggest that perceived success maybe a coommn

prerequisite to entry into the doctortprogram. In other words, in view

of the "successful" career patterns of these individuals it would seem

.reasonable to inter that their entry into a doctoral promo was aimed toward

seeking even greater succesc# rather than seeking a way to overcome lack

of 811030418/5*

t, 144.41.1. --
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It is probably the case that for those individuals .receiving their

doctorate within the field of education'the program' was much more of

a family undertaking than is probably the case for moat other fields. In

fact Ci3.2 percent of the sample was married, mid of Qom', igaa--4 1.6es naaely

90 percent had children, 28.5 percent of the families had two children,

and an additional 244 percent bad three. In general the wives or husbands

of those individuals in the sample had good educational backgrounds. Only

1.8 percent were not high school graduates, while 72 percent held degrees

at one or more levels. Only 3.8 percent, however, had the doctorate.

Further indication of the familial nature of doctoral work in education is

shown by the tact of those spouses with degrees 43 percent of those degrees

were held in the field of education. Finally the results indicate that

more than half of the spouses were gainfully employed during the doctors].

program, with more than half of those employed working either as teachers

or educational specialists..

By the time that the individuals of the ample bad finished the doctoral

program the average graduate, it this is a meaningful tam, was nearly

39 years old. To be more precise, the mean age of the group at the tin*

of their response to the questionnaire was 38.9 years with a standard

&relation of 6.96 years. Hence, it would appear that two thirds of the

sample was between the approximate Unite of 32 and 46 years of age. The

distribution is positively shrded, that is, in the direotion of the greater

ages. Utile the ,saber of degree real:denim aver 50 does not oonetitute

a large proportion of the total sompla (6.7 pima), it is easeuhat

di /heartening to note that this figure does wooed slightly the proportion

of the vele under 30 (5.6 pima).

4(4' '44'"
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The plot, which has emerged from the data of those individuals

receiving their doctorate in education seems to be one of an individual

from a middle to lover-ciddle class beckgrouul with considerable but far

from excessive success aspirations. While he has attained a very high

educational and professional level, the process has been slow and

nonaontinuous. It is as if success at one level has led to an increment

in aspiration level, which when attained, led to another small increment

in aspiration, and so forth until present educational and professional

levels were attained. This rate of progress was slowed even more by the

accumulated responsibilities of family life. The end result is a. large

group of individuals whose post-doctoral careers will only slightly exceed

in length their predoctoral professional careers. Perhaps, the adoption

of rules stated in terms of maximum age limits for entry into doctoral

programs may be implied by these data. However, such a move would obviously

not solve the problem. Beside being arbritrary and discriminatory, it

certainly would not increase productivity of doctoral programs and have

little effect on overall quality of graduates. Greater effort to recruit

younger persons into the program sooner in their careen is strongly

suggested. Stich recruitment would extend at least to the undergraduate

schools, and go well beyond the confines of schools of education into other

departments of the universities. It is far from self evident that the

extensive experience, though successful, typical of the present group of

doctorates in educations will contribute to the future success of those

recent graduates. The 39 year old administrator with 15 years of successful

experience in school administration may be a good risk in a doctoral program

and may make a considerable contributuion to the field upon receipt of his
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degree, but he may also have been a good risk 15 years earlier. While it is

easy to protest and recognize the injustice of rules on upper age limits,

it is apparently less easy to recognize that rules stated in terms of

sdadmmtsmTerience may well be equarq arbitrax7.0

The data also seers to imply the need for efforts to recruit in other

underrepresented areas of the population. For example, the ability difference

between male and female undergraduate majors has long been recognized along

with the predominance in number of women in public school education. Yet

in spite of this, less than one fifth of the present sample is female, and

this represents a slight decline from the earlier study. Certain geographic

regions, certain social classes, and certain kinds of communities seam

underrepresented in the sample. Ikplanation of certain of these facts

probably lies in the image of profession itself, something which cannot be

changed overnight.

Motivational Patterns

The fact that nearly all the individuals in the sample have exceeded

the educational and professional level of their fathers and the fact that

they obtained doctors degrees under conditions of considerable professional

cod persona responsibility suggest strong motivation. This section reports

a). the setting framwhiCh they became interested in doctoral study, the

persona who influenced them, the kinds of goals they were seeking, and the

factors that made it possible to begin doctoral study..

First, only 5.r4. percent of the sample indicated that they became

interested in doctoral study during high school, and 12 percent during

their undergraduate program. This latter figure would seem to be a particularly

demsbdtag testimonial to the effectiveness of undergraduate programs in

arousing a high level of professional interest. The most common occasion,



and setting, for the initation of interest in doctoral study was during

the master's program (28.3 percent). The next largest group, 18.9 percent,

became interested after the master's decree while teaching, followed by a

siseable group, 13.8 percent, who became interested during post - master's

graduate study. Unsurprisingly the school setting, as opposed to the work

setting, seemetto be more effective in arousing interest in pursuing the

doctorate. The area of specialisation which was to become the doctoral major

in general was decided upon before the decision to pursue the doctoral

degree.

It had been hypothesized that the decision to undertake doctoral study

was probelly based uponacomplex of approach. - avoidance motives, and that

many individuals were not so such attracted to positive features of doctoral

study as they were trying to avoid or escape certain undesirable features

of their pre-doctoral position. The results indicate that this is clearly

not the case: but it was more the 'sweet smell of success" than the

avoidance of failure that led them into the program. This is a reasonable

finding in view of earlier statements to the effect that it was success in

their pre-doctoral positions and institatiome that led thee to consider

the doctoral degree in the first place.

. For the most part the decision to enter doctoral study was not made

alone. Infect the average respondent indicated that at lust two categories

of persons had some influence cubist decision to enter the program. Most

commonly checked by more than 50 percent of the sample was the category

of "professional colleague." Next most important were 'professors" and

"triter professors,* followed by the spouse.
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Assuming the presence of both desire and encouraging individuals, it
was felt that the availability of certain financial assistance may well

have influenced the actual decision to enter a program. That this is the

Case is borne out by the fact that nearly every individual in the sample

checked at least one factor as influential in their decision to enter a

doctoral program. Most ocemon among these was the offer of an assistantship,

so indicated by 30 percent of the sample. Next most ocaon was personal

savings, followed by institutional fellowships, and leave with pay. One

hundred twenty six individuals in the sample indicated that they were lured,

in'part, into the program through the premise of NSF or NOVA fellowships.

This last item is noteworthy in that it represents a source of financial

assistance that did not exist at the time of the last study.

A final indication of the strength of the motives of the degree recipients

lies in the fact that 60 percent of the sample indicated that entry into

the doctoral program had to be postponed at one time or another for a variety

of reasons, the most common of which was lack of adequate finances. The

fact that these 1200 individuals eventually received their degree is a

strong indication that their motives were powerful indeed.

Program E ns

The first consideration under this section were the factors considered

in the choice of doctoral institutions. Respondents were asked to check

all of those factors considered in choosing their institution, and also to

indicate the one factor most oonsidered. The results show that among factors

oonsidered "reputation of the university" ranked *ghost, followed by

"availability of a particular kind of program sought," with 44.2 pwroent and

37.2 percent, respectively: so indicating. Among those factors most considered,

however, "availability of progream was chosen Wm* u oft= as "Mutation
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of the university," and second in rank among "most considered" factors was

"proximinity of the university." Three reputation factors, those of individual

witaffnmandarmi of that litylvarswitri ganA of tahi deparobnant Imre rankad by

respondents in the order given. Availability of assistantships, fellowships,

etc. was a consideration for only 31.3 percent, and only 9.6 percent indicated

that this was the most considered factor. These results seem to suggest that

if there is a university close at hand with the kind of program desired, these

two considerations maybe sufficient in some cases for selectftgthe institution.

It also seems to be suggested that these factors might outweigh reputation

factors, as well as opportunity for financial aid. While undoubtedly the

factors of program reputation, proximinity, etc., tend to interact, if one

makes a straight forward interpretation of these data, it would seem to imply

that moves in program development might lead to more payoff in terms of

increased production than attention devoted to reducing financial hardships

and improving the image of the university. This could be especially true for

institutions located in heavily populated areas.

The median length of program for this group is almost exactly four years,

although the distribution is heavily skewed in the direction of longer programs.

The fact that half the programs were completed in a space of four years,

however, represents one of the more heartening findings of this study in that

six years ago median program length was considerably in excess of five years.

Something has occurred, perhaps tighter institutional regulations, during the

intervening years to account for this substantial reduction. There still

remains, however, a significant number of extremely long programs. In fact

it is likely that as somas a third of the sample require(t from six to ten

years to complete their program. The results merely indicate that there

ham been*. significant increase in the mbar of shorter progrims.
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If a typical program was four years in length, the results indicate

that, typically, three years of this were devoted to course work with about

two third* of mum wow. dany&O OGNEP-A1 .41.4,1114016 mmoraw =roc 4u- --A.0 ... c.

four years. If a doctoral program is considered as having two phasesthat

devoted to course work and that to writing the dissertationit is interesting

to note that the thesis seems to have taken nearly as much time as the

course work, it not more. Only 3 percent of the total sample report that

less than 30 months was spent on the dissertation. An additional 45.6 percent

spent 30 to 39 months, while 29.5 percent spent 40 to 49 months. It is not

difficult to see danger sips in the amount of time spent on the dissertation.

Clearly these figures reflect, in pant, the number of individuals of the

sample who elected to complete their dissertation after taking a position.

Production of doctoral degree recipients on one hand, and the demand for

college teachers of education and other educational specialists, increases

the probability that "AND' an 411 increase. This will show up as en even

greater span of time devoted to the dissertation.

Leas than one in five individuals in this sample carried out his program

entiroly as a runtime student, while 25.6 percent undertook their program

entirely as pert -time students. The remaining 55 percent canted out their

program in some cab nation of full and part-tiiiis-wer1:. Of those who were

part-time students the results indicaothat summer program' were somewhat

more common than evening programs as a means of completing their doctoral

study. Nineteen percent, however, attended part-time during the day. Only

9.2 percent of the sample indicated that their institutions had no residence

requirement. At the same time on17 37.6 percent indicated that they ful-

filled their residence requirement through full time study during regular
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academic sessions. Apparently a number of individuals, involving 26.6 percent

of this sample, were able to fulfill their residence requirements via summer

woman or throw& saw other erreturessentia. These latter figures aeon to

be indicative of an increasing flfrxibility with respect to institutional

regulation of residency periods, permitting the old question of the importance

of the residence requirement to be raised. It seems to this writer that new

variables may be entering the picture. Among the arguments being advanced in

recent years favoring leas rigorous residence requirements have been those

based on a notion that many individuals in doctoral study in education were

being tremed as educational specialists to work in the field, in the public

schools, etc., and had no real need for the kind of experiences provided by

residency. However, evidence will be presented subsequently indicating that

between 55 and 60 percent of the present sample took college and university

positions immediately upon receipt of their degree, and more importantly,

to the extent that their aspirations are realized, between 75 and 8D percent

will eventually be employed at the college or university level. These

expressed desires of recent graduates together with the fact that college and

university positions will probably become more available in the future may

mean that doctoral programs may become more and more specialised in the

production of oollege teachers of education. If this is the case, then, at

the very least new arguments for reduction of residency requirements will

need to be advanced, for the old may 110 longer be relevant.

Ranking the sot foes of finance during the period of residency, "assistant-

ships or other inlivecraity positions" represent the most COMM source with

1.0.2 percent of the sample so indicating. The next most moon cases from

personal savings (36 percent), followed by scholarship, fellowship or award
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(27.0 percent) and spouses earning(24.7 percent). Rather surprisingly

13.9 percent of the sample made use of the G.I. Bill, although this may

simply be a further indication of the length and time encompassed by a

large number of programs. One of the more interesting features of the data

on financing residency is the fact that there were approximately 41000

responses to this item. When this fact is considered together with the

fact that approximatel 10 percent omitted this item because they fulfilled

no residence requirement, the results suggest that on the average each

individual depended upon a minimum of two sources of finance during this

period. Another interesting finding is that while 36 percent of the

sample indicated that savings were a source of finance, only 7.8 percent

indicated that they were mainly dependent upon savings during this period.

This would seem to suggest no real lack of opportunity to gain the

wherewithall to fulfill residence requirementa. Another piece of evidence

that the residency period did not seam to represent an undue financial

hardship is the fact that the second most common form of housing, involving

20 percent of the sample, was a house owned brthe student.

At this point in the survey the respondents were asked to give their

perception and evaluations of a number of standard aspects of doctoral

pograms. These program dimensions were posed in the form of rating scales

involving a variety of continua, but usually including the possibility

of expressing positive or negative feelings. In general the results

showed a distribution of ratings which were highly positive and heavily

skewed toward the negative end of the continua. Although this was uniformly

true across all items, there were a number of differences between items,

expecially in the incidence of less positive responses. These latter provide

the.primary.basis for the interpretative statements which follow.
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Nearly three quarters of the sample felt that the admissions standards

of their institution were rather selective to highly selective, while

aftftft11. 41 el .........---A. _fton jou 105,4140L14 as :manual.= as relatively =selective. Twenty-one percent

of the sample perceived the caliber of doctoral students in education at

their inatituion as being usually or clearly superior to other doctoral

students, while only 11.8 percent saw than as interior.

With respect to their course work only about 6.5 percent of the total

group suggested some inappropriateness in their course work, and 73.8

percent perceived a proper balance between work in their major area versus

other areas in their program. The division of the remaining responses

for the latter item was nearly equal with about 10 percent seeing over-

emphasis in the major area and 10 percent seeing overemphasis on courses

outside the major area.

With respect to the courses themselves, about 60 percent of the sample

saw a considerable to a great amount of freedom and self direction permitted

in their classes, but this 60 percent figure does suggest a greater incidence

of dissatisfaction on this particular program dimension than on most. Also

in their course work 60 percent indicated that they had encountered superior

instruction in belt or less of their courses. This again suggests a much

greater incidence of dissatisfaction. It is interesting to note, however,

that of the superior instruction encountered 80 percent maintained that more

than half of it was encountered in their major area. This is an interesting

finding, especially in view of the fact that inmost doctoral programs there

are relatively few courses with enrollment restricted to majors. Uwe,

the results seem to suggest that, given a class, those class imit who

are majors lathe area in which the courses falls will seerinsUsvotion as

superior, while thosoWho are not majors will not see the instruction as

superior
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tau respect to the tool requirements, language and statistics,

there is little question that statistics is seen as the more valuable tool

so:bleat. For the evaluation of the lannmee reqw_Lrement: two questions

were posed, one for thosb fulfilling language requirements, and one for

those not fulfilling the requirements. Sixty- seven point nine percent

of those fulfilling language requirements indicated that the requirement

had little or no value. Of those not fulfilling language requirements

63.6 percent indicated that they were of no value. The alight difference

between the groups is not statistically significant, but the trend is in

an interesting direction. With respect to the statistic requirement 63.4

percent indicated that this requirement was either extremely valuable or

of considerable value. Only 5.4 percent suggested that the requirement

bad little or no value. The fact that only 10.8 percent suggested that

the item was inapplicable can be considered evidence of the prevalence

of the statistics requirement in doctoral programs in education.

Two pairs of questions were posed concerning the amount of interaction

between the students and faculty, and the value of such interaction. The

results indicate that about 36 percent of the sample felt that student.

student interaction was encouraged to a considerable or great extent.

Almost precisely the same proportion saw faculty- student interaction

encouraged to a considerable or great extent. When asked to rate the value

of such interaction on the same five point scale, nearly 60 percent gave

considerable or great value to student-student interaction and 63 percent

made use the same categories in rating the value of student-faculty intaractita.

These results strongly suggest that the respondents see these kinds of

interaction as important dimenolons of their program, and probably would

like a great deal more interaction than they get.
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Of those individuals who apparently held an assistantship or other

staff appointment during their program nearly 80 percent perceived their

Iftwfm444wm 4:aids:Amu. 4«...wlemit emw will.a1144wm eawl..4wA 4w 411ftwilim IMAMAMOOrgb
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objectives, and more than 82 percent indicated that their appointment

was of considerable value or extremely valuable, educationally.

Somewhat less than half the total sample felt that the amount of

research going on at their institution and in their field of interest was

"considerable" or "great". More than 25 percent suggested that the amount

of research in their field was limited to nonexistent. India the perceived

amount of research going on in their field does not represent en impressive

figure, the extent to which the respondents were able to participate in it

is even less impressive. Only 38 percent of the sample suggested that

there was a considerable to great opportunity for them to participate in

this research. Twenty-six percent rated the extent of opportunity as saall

to nonexistent. In response to their perception of the relative emphasis

on production of individuals in research as opposed to production of

college teachers results indicate that 56.6 percent was a proper balance.

Twenty -one percent saw some to great overemphasis on research, but only

14.8 percent saw overemphasis on teaching.

When the respondents were posed with the assertion that the doctoral

dissertation at their university was more of a laborious exercise than a real

intellectual experience, nearly a quarter of the sample agreed to some

extent. On the other hand nearly two thirds tended either to disagree or

disagree strongly. Relatively few (9.2 percent) tended to equivocate on

this item, producing a somewhat bi-modal distribution. Nearly 86 percent

saw a considerable to a great amount of freedoe and self directiOn permitted

in the development of the dissertation problem. It is possible
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however, that too much freedom was perceived by scan in that a substantial

number, slightly more than a third of the sample, questioned the adequacy

of advice and guidance of the thesis director. The remaining two thirds,

though, were highly satisified with the adequacy of advice and guidance

of the thesis director. Certainly the respondents agreed that the thesis

director was such more helpful in general than the rest of the doctoral

oandttoe, where the responses were distributed almost rectangularly over

the five categories of helpfulness of the doctoral ormittes other than

the thesis director. About five out of eight respondents reported their

department and or surrounding schools to be cooperative in prodding data

and apportunitr for facperlaentatton. An incidental finding on this particular

item was that about 16.4 percent marked the it as inapplicable. This

figure could well represent the proportion of dissertations which involved

no empirical dimensions. Approximately 64 percent of the salsas reported

satisfaction with the adequacy of the universitir library for their

dissertation problem and only 11.2 percent reported unsatisfactory facilities

for compiling, tabulating and computing their data.

As suggested earlier the respondent's evaluations of all aspects of

their program suggested highly positive feelings toward the* program, their

institutions, and themselves. Further date, in support of this interpretation

was supplied by their responses to the questions "If you were starting

your graduate work in education and bad your choice of am. graduate school

in the United States, how likely would you be to choose the same institution

again?" The results for this item showed that 45.4 percent of the sample

indicated that they would be extremely likely (the moat positive choice)

to choose the same institution again., An additional 21.08 percent stated

that they would highly likely do sc. Only 11.0 peroent suggested that

they would be very unlikely to make the same choice.
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At this point the respondents were presented nine aspects of doctoral

programs and requested to indicate those which they felt contributed

most to their professional dwell:went, and then select the one which they

would consider most important. When considering total responses, that

is, considering "contributing aspects" and "most important aspects" together,

course work ranked first (70.7 percent response), followed by dissertation

work (69.2percent), followed by interaction with major professor (65.4

percent), and independent reading (61.2 percent). When "contributing

aspects", but not "most important" are ranked the results were as follows:

course work, dissertation work, independent reading, interaction with other

students, interaction with faculty, and interaction with major professor

in that order. When the single most important aspect of program was tabulated,

however, interaction with major professor was far and away the first

choice with 23.0 percent responding in this category. Next came

dissertation, work checked by 18.1 percent, followed by independent reading

and course work both of which were responded to by 9.5 percent of the sample.

Asiistantships were considered the most important aspect by 6.5 percent of

the sample. However, since only about 40 percent of the total sample held

an assistantship this experience could well rank second or third if the

proportions were based on number holding assistantships. If this were the

case then course work, which constitutes the most time consuming program

dimension would either rank fourth or fifth in its perceived contribution

to professional development.

A total of 27.7 percent of the sample indicated that at one time or

another it had been necessary to discontinue temporarily ther program.

While the vast majority (72.3 percent) indicated that such periods did

not occur, this finding should be considered in I4ght of other !Actors. To
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discontinue a program is a choice which has meaning primarily to the

fullftine student. A large proportion of the total sample undertook their

program on a part-tine basis. It is doubtful that a part-time student, who

had decided to postpone his residency for a semestercryear would check

this as a critical period. Hence, it is possible that the 27.7 percent

figure represents an underestimate with respect to the total incidence

of this kind of event. As a follow-rp question to the preceding one, the

following was posed: "During the doctoral program did any critical period

occur Which nearly resulted in your discontinuance and/or required emergency

measures to prevent interruptionr The results indicate that 25.4 percent

did experience a near-critical period. Hence, it would seem that nearly

half of the total sample experienced one or the other kind of critical

period during their doctoral program. The most commonly cited causes of

critical periods are work pressures, followed by ,financial problems, and

family problems.

A final question in this section asked the respondents to name the

individuals who provided the main sources of encouragement to than during

their program. The results show clearly that two individuals far overshadow

all others, and these are, predictably, the major professor and the spouse.

More than half the sample specifically named one or the other of these two

individuals, with the spouse named only slightly more often than the major

professor.

To what extent can one place credence in perceptions and evaluation by

recent doctoral graduates of themselves and their program? This of course

cannont be =wend here, but to the extent that one can put faith in a

perception of these respondents, certain things seem implied. Clearly a

doctoral program is not defined the same way by recent doctoral graduates
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as it is defined by an institution in the graduate school bulletin. A

doctoral program does not seem to be a series of courses, required and

elected, followed by examinations, followed by dissertation. Rather these

newlitia+Aaa atm +JIM ir pre arant tua a highly personal kind of thing defined

more in terns of a dialogue between themselves aLd, usually, the major

professor mediated by their common interest, presumably the subject matter

of the program. Course work, independent study, and dissertation may well

be simply settings in which dialogues take place.

Present Position and A.Ivarations

One aspect of this study which is probably of special interest to

the profession, especially to those individuals responsible for filling

staff vacancies at the lower levels of rank, is the proportion of new

degree holders that are actually available on the job market. Evidence

from this study suggests that of the 2488 graduates approximately 40.3 percent

held the same position the year following the receipt of the degree as

the position held prior to receipt of the degree. This group would

include both those individuals who rIccept a position before the degree

was completed and write the dissertation on the job, and those individuals

who held a position in the present institution and took leave to coxaplete

their degree with an option to return. An additional 11.6 percent

returned to the same institution or organization, but either took a

different position or received a promotion in rank upon receipt of the

degree. Summing these figures, approximately 52 percent returned to

the same institution or organization, and did not become available on

the job market upon receipt of their degree. An additional 26.7 percent

had held full time staff appointments in some institution prior to

the receipt of the degree, but during their doctoral program.
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This group did upon receipt of their degree accept positions in different

institutions. Only 1903 percent apparently went throught their program,

held no full time position during the program, and went directly from school

+-ft ft 4AU_ tternmAi it 441 wigtaibla that a email minority of any one. year's

production of doctoral graduates may be available on the job market from

the institution that is granting the degree.

Approximately 56 percent of the total sample are presently employed

in a college or university. Thirty percent hold the rank of assistant

professor, 12.5 percent associate professor, and the remainder are either

deans, full professors, or holding same kind of position in administrative

hierarchy of the institution. Approximately 37 percent of the sample

indicate that they are not employed by a college or university.

Geographically these recent graduates distribute themselves widely

throughout the country, and in fact throughout the world. Maine and Alaska

are the only states that did not attract one or more of the individuals

from this particular sample. Mile there seams to be little evidence of

prmmuced migrations toward particular sections of the country, it is

interesting to note that 27 percent of the total sample are employed in

the three states, New York, California, and Illinois.

The nearly 2500 doctoral graduates in education were produced by

NI institutions. That is to say, all doctoral graduates in education

are produced by approximately 5 percent of the institutions of higher

education. It is interesting to note that 25.5 percent of the respondents

are presently employed by the same 108 institutions. When this proportion is

adjusted to account for the 37.5 percent not employed by a college

or university, it becomes possible to say that, of those doctoral recipients
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now employed in the college and university setting, 41.6 percent are employed

by institutions which grant the doctoral degree in education. The total

number employed by the same institution which conferred the degree is

vomelmmlmA Its +Amami Amoitn_wo woolpmw wsubw...

The expected income of the respondents for the 1964-65 calendar year

beginning in September 1964 ranges from less than $3,000 to more than

$20,000. The median is slightly over t10,000, and the mode is clearly

located in the interval from $10,000 to $12,500. These expected incomes

are not just base salary, but include income from other professional

activities. Only income from investments and other extraneous sources

are excluded, hence, these figures may appears to be somewhat inflated.

However, coneideri institutional. variation in definition of base salary

this approach seems to be defensible. Respondents were also asked the

extent to which their inc olio had been increased as a result of having

received the doctorate. The results indicate that the modal response is

a zero increment in yearly income. \However, the modal category only

includes 27.1 percent of the sample. )343 median increment would appear

to be slightly over $1,000. Twenty perceeizia the group report increments

in excess of $3,000. It is quite likely, however4 that a substantial

proportion of this group are reporting gains in the .present position

relative to the part-time staff appointments held during-lie doctoral

program.

Organizationally, it appears that the largest employer of thit4seeant

graduates is from the large universities accounting for about 29.4 pe nt

of the sample. Public schools and small colleges account for slightly more'N,
N\N,

than half the total sample with these two kinds of organizations about

equally represented. In all, about 54.5 percent of the sample are employed
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in the higher education setting. Slightly more than 5 percent are app/oyed

by state or federal government agencies, 3.0 percent are employed by

nonprofit organisations or foundations. It is interesting to note that

when the .,,Itagory of iftwArputam preeeeted to the respondents under

the question, "Under what kind of organisation would you like to be employed?",

the distributions are as follows: Forty point three percent of the sample

would like to be employed by a large university and 27.3 perobt by the

small oolleges. The 25 percent now employed in the public schools would be

reduced to 10 percent it the wishes of the respondents were fulfilled. The

tact that 10 percent of the sample tailed to respond to this item suggest

that the actual percentages in some categories may be somewhat deflated.

It seems clear, however, that the largo university is perceived. as en

attractive setting to many respondents. It is equally clear that the

public schools are not perceived as a setting within which to attain their

aspirations. The tact that 5.3 percent of the sample now employed by state

and federal agencies reduces to 1.9 percent as a desired locus in employemnt

may suggest that these organisational settings are perceived as dead-ends.

The general trend seems to be as follows: If an individual is presently

employed in a small college, he probably .aspires to a position in a large

university. If he is presently employed in the public schools he may wish

either to go to a small college or to a large university, tut more likely

to a small college. Although this seems to be the general trend, the

particular wa that the data were analysed for this question obeetree

information about reverse trends. That is to say, it is not known how

many from large universities are desirous of returning to public schools

or small colleges. It should also be noted that the desire.to move is not

equivalent to the decision to move. For example, in the case of school admin-

istrators the higher education setting may seam attractive but such
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considerations as lower salary and loss of autonomy could keep them

where they are.

The present position of the respondents seems to be characterized

mainly by the variety of responsibilities involved* Approxisattay two

thirds of the sample indicate that they have some teaching responsibilities.

Piftr-seven percent of the sample indicate that their present positions include

some kind of counsel-tog and advising* etc. Approximately 55 percent

indicate that they have some administrative responsibility, and 44.1

percent indicate same supervision responsibility. Fifty-seven and seven-

tenths percent stated that they are involved income sort of committee work

and 44.2 percent state that some kind of service function is involved in

their present position. Research activities involved only about 43.3

percent of the sample. When the respondents were requested to indicate

how they would like to divide their time in the position to which they

aspires the most general trend is in the direction of abetter balance among

fewer responsibilities. More individuals in the sample would like to be

teaching than are presently doing sop but relatively few would like to

teach more than half time. The remainder of time would probably be devotod

to research and writing. Relatively few see committee work or services as

an important'. dimension of their jobp and of those who are willing to indicate

a desire to engage in this kind of activity very few would devote more than

10 percent of their time to it. At present only 26.4 percent of the sample

are not at all involved in the preparation of teachers. Approximately

three- eights of the sample indicate they they are involved "to a large

extent" or "almost entirely." It seems likely that a large share of the

number not now involved in teacher preparation are simply those not employed

in the college or university setting. When involvement in teacher education
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in their present position is compared with the extent to which the respondents

would like to be involved, only 10.6 percent indicate that they prefer no

involvement. At the same time considerably fewer than is presently the

case would Like to be totally involved in the preparation of teachers.

Further data on. present position indicate that 22.5 percent of the total

sample work "almost entirely" with undergraduates, while an additional

19.4 percent work "mostly" with undergraduates. Only 14.5 percent of the

sample work "mostly" or "entirely" with graduate students. These figures

have not been adjusted for or taken into account those not employed by

a college or university. When such adjustment is made it appears that

63.4 percent of the maple work mostly with undergraduates or almost entirely

with undergraduates and 21.9 percent of the sample work entirely or almost

entirely with graduates. The results for the position to which the respondents

aspire again indicts a trend in the direction of better balance. Relatively

few (7.6 percent) indicate that they prefer to work almost entirely with

undergraduates, and at the same time relatively few (13.8 percent) would

prefer to work almost entirely with graduate students. A final question,

which has bearing on the aspirations of the sample, request the respondents'

feelings about the possibility of attaining the kind of position they desire

within their present employing organisation. The results indicate that

32.4 percent feel that their present employing organisations do offer such

potential. Fourteen point one percent indicate that it is possible but

unlikely, 7.0 percent indicate that it is quite unlikely and 16.7 percent

suggest that it is very unlikely.

The Independent Variables

The so called independent variables are six in number and simply

refer to the six ways the data were split in order to compare the responses
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of certain subgroups within the sample. The six variables selected

were: (a) degree (Ma. versus Ph.D109 (b) age (the older 40 percent

versus the younger 40 percent), (c) major field (15 gross categories),

(d) cammunitytTigin (rural-village varaus small town versus small city

versus large city), (e) length of program (longer 40 percent of programs

versus shorter 40 percent), and.(6.major versus minor producing institutions

(the 21 largest producing institutions accounting for half the total

production versus all other institutions). Of the six variables studied

the results suggest that three are vety powerful indeed, degree, age, and

major field. The term "powerful" is to be interpreted to mean that the

degree groups, for example, were shown bg chi-squared analysis to be inde-

pendent with respect to a very large proportion of the questionnaire items.

Community origin seamed to be a significant variable only with respect to

certain sections of the questionnaire, while length of program and major

versus minor producing institutions proved to be relatively weak variables.

The "independent variables" are not independent of each other. In

fact some interact quite strongly with others. For example, degree interacts

with major field, agog cammunitvr background.; size of program, but not

length of program. More specifically tlie Ph.D.'s are younger, more likley

to came fram the large cities, and are more likely to have received their

degree from major producing institutions. In addition they are more likely

to have majored in psychology, educational psychology, or social foundations

and much less likely to have majored in secondary education or administration.

The "younger" group are most likely to have majored in student personnel,

psychology or educational psychology and least likely to have majored in

higher eduoation4 secondary education, administration or special education.1

It has already been noted that the younger individuals are more likely to

"-1';" '05" -`
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take the Ph.D., and are much more likely to have been reared in small

citisa than rural or village areas. Large cities and small towns contribute

about as expected to the different age groups. Age is very significantly

1.461A+AA to lAnath n4 ttrnermam +IA run!ser vi la moth mom likely

to have short programs, but about equally likely as the older individuals

to have attended major producing institutions.

It has been seen that major field as c. variable is related both to

age and degree. In addition, major field also seems to be related to community

origin, with most ar the rolationahip accounted for by the two categories

of rural-village and large cities. The results suggest that administration,

practical arts, secondary education majors are much more likely to come

from rural or village communities than psychology majors, educational

psychology or student personnel majors. The converse statement can be made

for large cities. Major field also seems to be related to size of program

with minor producing institutions much more likely to grant doctorates

in guidance and social foundations and less likely to offer programs in

physical education, practical arts, or the subject areas. Rather surprisingly,

there appears to be little relationship between major field and length of

program.

Community origin has been shown to be related to the degree, age, major

field, but not particularly related to either length of program or size of

program. Finally, major versus minor producing institutions seam to be

somewhat associated with degree and major but unrelated to community

background, length of program, or age.

Ph.D. versus Ed.D.

It has already been shown that Ph.D.'s tend to concentrate in certain

major areas, they are younger, they tend to come from small cities and
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suburbs, they attend major producing institutions. In addition, however,

the two degree groups display a significant degree of independence on

the responses to many other items in the questionnaire* The Ph.D.'s were

somewhat less likely to be married, but differed from the did. D. with teapect

to no other personal variable upon which the date were collected. In other

words the groups show no significant differences on such item as parent's

occupation or education, the kind of undergraduate institution attended,

undergraduate major, or position held prior to entry into the doctoral

program.

With respect to motivational pattern, however, the Ph.D. group appears

to have made the decision to go for the doctorate earlier in their career

and were more likely to have made this decision in the school setting as

opposedto the job setting, than was true for the Ed.D.'s. In general

the Ph.D.'s decided to shoot for the doctoral degree prior to their decision

about major field, while the reverse is true of the El.E0s. The degree

variable was the only one of six independent-Variables for which significant

differences appeared in approach and avoidance motives. The results indicate

however that Ph.D.'s were significantly less accepting of the approach

statements and more accepting of the avoidance statements. This may

simply mean that as a group they are somewhat more neutral in their rating.

The Ph.D.'s seem more likely to be influenced into the program by the

presence of NM fellowships, institutional fellowships, assistantships, and

scholarships. More of the Zd.D.'s seem to be more attracted by leave with

payer NEEL loans. While the degree groups were about equally likely to

find it necessary to postpone entry into the program, the reasons for the

postponemencks were somewhat different. The EU.D.'s more often saw "demands

of employment" and "lack of leave pol icy" as contributing reasons, while the

Ph.D.'s more often came up with highly personal reasons classifiable only

under "other."

*,;.' 7 1' ' .44; .
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The degree groups did not differ Goths factors considered in their

choice of institution, but degree groups did differ in the amount of time

spent in various ;bases of their program. With respect to course work

the &1. I) seemed to either finish their course work relatively quickly or

to drag out this program over a very long period of time. The Ph.D.'s

however, EOM to cluster around an intermediate length of time. In general,

however, the Ph.D.'s devoted a slightly significantly less amount of time

to the course work (p.05). The groups did not differ on the amount of

time spent on the thesis, and time spent on language requirements tended

only to confirm the generality of this distinction batween the two degrees.

The Ph.D.'s much more often undertook their program as full-time students,

but did not differ in the amount of time spent in residence nor incidence

or residence requirements. In financing their residency the Ph.D. was much

more likely to have been awarded a scholarship or fellowship, and he was

more likely to have held an assitantship. On the other hand the Ed.D.'s

were much more likely to have been on paid leave.

With respect to their program evaluations, the degree groups displayed

a significant difference on 17 of the 29 dimensions evaluated. In general,

the direction of the differences was toward lass positive attitudes-byths

Ph.D.'s. The Ph.D.'s were less certain of the selectivity of the admissions

policy, the caliber of their fellow doctoral students, and the quality

of their instruction. At the same time they saw themselves as having

more freedom within the program. The Ph.D.'s regarded the statistic

requirement as having more value than did the Ed.D.'s. but at the same time

they were less often obliged to fulfill such requirements. The Ph.D.'s

perceived less encouragement of student-student and faculty-student

interaction in their institutions but at the same time valued it less than
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did the Fd.D.Is. With respect to the staff appointment the Ph.D.'s more

often saw a relationship between their appointment and their program,

objective, but were less convinced of the educational value of their
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field of interest or very little. Yet it was the Ph.D.'s who were more

likely to feel overemphasis on research and underemphasis on teaching in

their program. The Ph.D.'s were less likely to give university libraries

a high rating, and saw less institutional cooperation for purposes cf data

collection. Finally the Ph.D.'s were significantly_less enthusiastic about

their likelihood of returning to the same institution.

With respect to the rating of program dimensions contributing most

to professional development, the degree groups differed significantly on

only one. Fewer Ed.A.'s than Ph.D.'s rated teaching assistantship as

"Important' or "highly important." However, this simply may reflect the

fact that the Ph.D.'3 were somewhat more likely to hold a teaching assistant-

ship. The Ph.D.'s were significantly less likely to encounter critical

periods in their program, but differed not at all with the Ed.D.'s on the

selection of individuals providing encouragement during the program. With

respect to present position and aspiration the Ph.D.'s were much more likely

to be returning to the same position or institution, and considerably less

likely than the Ph.D.'s to have held no position. The Ph.D.'s are much

more likely to be working in the college setting, and within the college

setting they are much more likely than M.D.'s to be employed by institutions

having a doctoral program in education. The Ph.D.'s report slightly lower

salaries than .do the Ed.D.'s for the first year on the job but at the same

time tended to report greater increment due to the degree. In addition the

Ph.D.'s are much more likely to be found in the large universities and much
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less likely to be found in the public schools, but about equally likely

as the Ed.D.'s to be found in the small colleges. In addition the Ph.D.'s

are somewhat more likely to be employed by nonprofit organizations and more

likely -so be self employed. In looking at the employment settings which

taey aspire the degree groups both indicated desire to move away from the

public school to the small colleges to the universities but the differences

between the degree groups remains significant. With respect to the kinds

of responsitd-Ities in the present position, the Ph.D.'s are significantly

less likely to be involved in administration or supervision, much more likely

to be involved in research and writing but somewhat more likely to have a

service function* Interesting enough the degree groups do not differ

significantly on the extent of involvement in teacher preparation, but when

asked the desired extent of involvement the Ph.D.'s more otter indicate

a desire for less or no involvement in the preparation of teachers. There

is some evidence of a slight trend toward greater involvement with graduate

students on the part of the Ph.D.'s, and in describing the kind of students

with which they would prefer to work, the Ph.D.'s indicate an even more

pronounced desire to be less involved with undergraduate students. Finally,

the degree groups do not differ in their perception of the likelihood of

attaining their aspirations within their present organization.

Most educators probably carry in their minds some kind of image of the

Ph.D. as opposed to the Ed.D., or of the persons holding these degrees. The

distinction between the degrees often takes the form of a researcher

practitioner. From the standpoint of this dichotomy, it is pbssible to pull

out a great deal of supporting evidence. However, the fact that more Ph.D.'s

than gd.D.'s reported a statistic requirement as inapplicable to them suggests
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that4f the dichotomy is to hold, the definition of research must be broadened

considerably to include historical and analytical research as well as

empirical. The fact that social foundations majors, which include philosophy

of education majors, tend more often to take the Ph.D. degree would be a

further indication of this. It might be better to generate a dichotomy

in terms of a practitioner versus scholar, in the sense that the scholar is

the personmoreLikely to end up as a university professor engaging in

whatever kind of research is peculiar to his field, along with teaching

college level students. If the latter dichotomy is taken, nearly all the

data shows trends, that is to say significant difference between responses

in the Ph.D. and the Fd.D. groups, which directly support the dichotomy.

However, it should be noted that while the degree groupe tend to show

statistical independence with respect to responses that are predictable, the

tremendous overlap in the distribution should not be ignored. For example,

educational psychology majors tend to be perceived as the field within

education where much competence and activity in educational research is

located, yet 27.5 percent of educational psychology majors take the Fd.D.

degree. The social foundations area which includes the history of education,

the ptdlosophy of education and sociology of education tends to be somas the

foundational area with prIfessional activities closely aligned within classical

scholarly endeavors, yet 46.9 percent of these individuals elected the

Ed.D. While the elementary education majors tend to be perceived largely

as practitioners, more than a fourth elect to pursue the Ph.D. While in

general the Ph.D.'s are less likely to work in the public school, and are
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more likely to be working at the college levels of the first jobs taken by the

new Ed.D.'s more than 50 percent of them did take college positions. While

38.5 percent of the Ph.D.'s took assignments as assistant professors, as

opposed to only 25.8 percent of the Ed.D.'s in absolute figures 348 Ederh's

took jobs as assistant professors and only 272 Ph.D.'s did so. At the full

professor level with brand new degrees 49 Ed.D.'s held such appointments and

only 19 Ph.D.'s. Among doctoral producing institutions 34 percent of the

Ph.D.'s were hired by the institutions as opposed to 21.1 percent of the Ed.D.'s.

Nevertheless 284 Ed.D.'s as opposed to only 241 Ph.D.'s actually obtained jobs

in these institutions. If the Ed.D.'s obtain the position to which they

aspire more, then 70 percent will end up as college teachers. While a larger

proportion of the Ph.D.'s now hold jobs involving a research dimension, in

absolute numbers, again, 521 Ed.D.'s now have positions involving a research

dimension and 367 Ph.D.'s have Jobe involving a r( earth dimension. In looking

at the positions to which they aspire the results indicate that 70 percent of

the Ph.D.'s aspired to jobs involving research, but 60 percent of the Ed.D.'s

do likewise. At present approximately 11.5 percent of the Ed.D.'s now hold

jobs working mostly or entirely with graduate students. If the desires of the

Ed.D.'s are fulfilled 26.1 percent will be working wetly or entirely with

graduate students.

The point of the above presentation is to suggest, obviously, that while

the generally /maintained distinction between the two degrees holds, there are

many exceptions. Secondly, when the difference in the production rate of the

two degrees is taken into account it seems that in terms of absolute numbers

there are probably more Ed.D.'s going into research and teaching at the college

level than there are Ph.D.'s. When one looks at fields which seem to have

an apparent kinship with practice (e.g., administration or elementary education)

there are nu*reue individuals who pursue the Ph.D. In view of the growing
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shortage of college teachers in education as well as researchers in education,

it seems likely thatifmpractitioner holding the Ed.D. degree desires to do

research and teach at the college level he may be able to find a Job doing

precisely that.

In some sense the traditional distinction between the degrees has been

made largely in terms of the future goals and professional activities of the

individual. And since the profession has no means by which it can prevent a

doctoral graduate from changing his goals, nor means of restricting his

professional activities, a degree distinction defined in terms of goals would

seem to be rather meaningless. It is quite possibletaa weber of institutions

to obtain a degree in educational research or experimental design with no

specification: that the degree be the 111,n. In some institutions, by virtue

of the fact that only the Ph.D. is offered, and an individual aspires to be

only a practitioner, it is probable that that institution will permit him to

pursue the Ph.D0 degree in his field. It is suggested here that the old

distinction between degrees be discarded, to be replaced by, perhaps, simple

statements indicating local distinctions and requirements.

There does, however, sewn to be at least one other possibility. It is

becoming more and more recognized by writers in the field of higher education

(Ashton, 1965) that there are inherent difficulties in attempting to bring

about drastic changes in the Ph.D. degree. These writers point to an essential

conservatism of graduate schools, of vested interests of certain kinds of

departments, and of an historical image and meaning of the Ph.D. developed

through tradition, and warranting preservation. The Ed.D. degree on the other

harkihma no long tradition. More often than not it is controlled by the school

of education, as opposed to the graduate school and there are probably mole

vested interests working to have this degree abandoned rather than to pre, sex

its image. These factom may be an advantage in the long run. The Ed. D. iegree
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could be viewed as a degree having great potential flexibility. It could become

the program where radical innovations can be introduced,, where new approaches

which in the past have been disapproved by graduate counsels, can be tried out.

In some sense the original development of the degree was an attempt to do

precisely this, except that the departure from the traditional program was

along a single direction. This suggestion is simply that the deviations be

along many directions.

Younger Versus Older Graduates

In using age as an independent variable all persons 35years and under were

considered in the "younger" group and thoes39 and older were considered in the

"older" group. In general the age variable tended to show response patterns

sindlar to the degree variable. In fact, to a large extent these variables

are somewhat confounded, in that the Ph.D.'s were more highly represented in

the younger group than the older. In some ways, hotever, the age variable was

more powerful than the degree variable in the sense that a considerably larger

proportion of the responses were found to differ. Variations between age and

major field, conmiunity background, and program length have already been

mentioned. In the area of motivation the older group were more often influenced

by former professors, spouse, and parents. It also appears that the younger

group were more influenced into programs by MA fellowships, assistantships,

=A loans, and university loans while the older group were more likely

influenced by a "leave policy." The younger students less often felt a

postponement was necessary before entering the program, and significantly less

often obebked financial reasons, demands of employment, difficulties with

family adjustment, health prob7cms and lack of leave policy as reasons for

postponement*

With respect to their program the younger group was more likely to

undertake the program as a full-time student, spent moro time in residency,
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finished their course work more quickly,, and tended less often to drag out

the dissertation over a long period of time. Wring residency the younger

student is more likely to hold a fellowship, scholarships or an assistantship,

and less likely to be on paid leave. He is more likely than his older

counterpart to be on the G. I. Bill, and is more likely to borrow money for

his residency. In addition he is more likely to use savings as well as depend

on his wife for a financial resource. The general results on sources of

finance during residency seem to suggest that the younger group apparently

attempted to complete their programs on some kind of crash basis. They leave

their jobs, and, drawing on a variety of financial resources, try to complete

the degree before all are exhaufd. The results clearly suggest a strong

dependance, not only on a great variety of resources, but also a greater

dependance upon each category of resource than is true in the case of the older

group. The older group, on the other hand, presents a picture of a much more

financially secure individual working through his degree program at a much more

leisurely pace on a part-time basis. He owns his own home, and the part-time

aspect of the program presents no substantial drain on his resources. When and

if he decides to go into residency, he either takes leave with pay or

manages to support himself without drawing heavily even upon his savings.

With respect to the 29 dimensions of programs, the younger individuals,

as opposed to the older were less satisified with their initial interview, less

impressed with the caliber of their fellow doctoral students. With respect to

their prop= they were less positive about the appropriateness of their

course work to their professional interest, but were more pleased with

balance over majors and minors. The younger group was more pleased with

their freedom and self direction, but perceived less superior instruction.
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The younger group was more negative in their responses to the language

requirement than the older group, whether or not they were required to

pass this requirement. Finally the younger group saw more value in the

statistic requirement.

The younger group perceived more student interaction and faculty

interaction than did the older group and tended to assign it more value.

They tended to hold more often a research or teaching assistantship, and saw

the appointment as more closely related to their programs, but tended to be

somewhat less enthusiastic about the educational-value Of this appointment.

The younger group saw more research going on in. their field and saw themselves

as more free to participate in it. The younger group also was more likely

to see an imbalance in research-teaching emphases then the older graduates.

The younger graduates seem somewhat less enthusiastic about the value of their

dissertation than the older, and generally saw more freedom of choice in

selecting their dissertation problem. The younger individuals seem more

satisfied with their dissertation directors, and were more satisfied with

the availability of sources of data. The younger group seemed more pleased

with the library facilities and apparently less often undertook non-empirical

dissertations. Finally the age groups did not differ in their enthusiasm

for the institution that granted their degree. In all of the 29 program

dimensions for which evaluations were requested the age groups proved

to be statistically independent on 25 of these, but unlike the degree groups

the trend is not uniformly in a direction of more conservative ratings, or

more negative feelings.

With: respect to the program dimensions that contributed most to their

professional development the younger group was much less likely to attach
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importance to independent reading or to the dissertation, but more likely

to assign importance to interaction with the faculty and other students.

Teaching and research assistantships were also more often considered as

significant program dimensions by the youngwgroup, but this may well be

reflecting the greater incidence of such appointment among the younger group.

As predicted, the younger group encountered fewer critical periods requiring

that they temporarily discontinue their program, but more often than the

older group encountered near critical periods. The younger group significantly

less often indicated that personal health, family problems and work pressures

were the contributing factors to they problems. Interestingly enough, the

age groups did not differ on the incidence of financial problems.

With respect to present position and aspirations, it appears that the

younger group is much more likely to be on the job market upon receipt of

their degree. In addition, the younger group is less likely to hold a

position in a non-university setting, but within the university setting the

older group is more likely to hold higher academic rank. The results

further indicate the younger graduates are much more likely to be employed

by a college or university, and are more likely to be employed by a doctoral

granting institution than is true of the older graduates. In fact 32.5 percent

of the younger group, as opposed to 19.9 percent of the older group, is

employed by a doctorate producing institution. During the first year on the

job, the younger group make a significantly lower salary than the older, but

reported greater increments due to receipt of the degrees The age groups

seem represented about equally well in the small colleges, but the younger

group is considerably more likely to be employed by a large university, while

the older group is more likely to be employed in the public schools. In
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addition the younger groups are much mare desirous of moving into the large

university from both the small colleges and the public schools.

Tha yormanr animals.% 41,2 rivriarA1 im lAan likga7 to have administrative

responsibilites associated with their present position and more likely to be

involved in teaching and research. The younger group is less likely to have

a service function connected with his degree. Finally the younger graduate

is more likely to be uninvolved in teacher preparation and more likely to be

working with graduate students, amdmoraoptimistic about attaining their

aspirations within their present organization.

)1a1or Field

In spite of the grossness of the 15 categories of the major herein

defined many systematic differences do emerge, most of which are predictable.

The preponderance of the Hd.D. degrees among administrators, secondary education

majors, etc. has already been mentioned, along with reversals in the case of

educational psychology majors, psychology majors, and social foundation majors.

With respect to age, secondary education has the smallest proportion in the

"younger" group followed by higher education majors, administration majors,

and special education majors. One might have expected the administration

majors to be the oldest on the average, but such is not the case. The youngest

majors seam to be educational psychology, psychology, and student personnel

majors. With respect to community background a number of differences have

already been noted, as well as the relationship between major field and

program length and program size.

While about 18 percent of the sample is female it appears that only

6.8 percent of administration graduates, and 8.8 percent of secondary education

graduates are women. Only elementary education seems to be well represented,
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with 41.2 percent of elementary graduates being women. Nearly all other major

fields find the women represented at nearly the expected level.

While 36.8 percent of the total sample had fathers in professional or

managerial occupations, it seems that proportionately more fathers of those

who majored in psychology, higher education, educational psychology, and

student personnel fell in this category. At the same time proportionately

fewer physical education majors) and practical arts majors had fathers in

a professional or managerial occupation. While 22 percent of the practical

arts majors had fathers in agriculture, only 6 percent of the higher education

majors had fathers so occupied. While 26 percent of the fathers of elementary

majors were engaged in skilled labor, only 8.9 percent of the psychology

majors had fathers so employed. While generally 41.3 percent of the total

sample had fathers who terminated their education at the elementary level,

the results indicate that practical arts majors) guidance majors) and

secondary education majors had a significantly greater proportion of fathers

who terminated their education at this point. On the other hand those

majoring in math and science education) student personnel, and educational

psychology tended to come from families whose father terminated their education

at a higher level.

Due to some problems in statistical analysis major field was rarely used

as a variable in the investigation of motivational petterns and program

discriptions and evaluations. However chi-squared analysis was conducted for

the item requesting the likelihood of choosing the same institution again for

their doctoral study. The results showed a highly significant chi-square

suggesting that student personnel majors, practical arts majors and physical

education majors monied to be the most certain that they would again choose
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the same institution. On the other hand psychology majors and higher education

11

majors seem less often to make use of the most positive category. The most

negative reactions seem to come from special education majors and psychology

majors. Combining the two most positive eategories, indicating that they

would be either "extremely likely" or "highly likely" to choose the same

institution, it appears that psychology majors, educational psychology majors

and higher education majors had'the least regard for the institutions grant-

ing their degree.

. With respect to availability on the job market it would appear that

administration majors, practical arts majors, psychology majors and student

personnel majors are the most likely to be returning to the same position.

On the other hand, educational psychology majors and higher education majors

are least likely to be doing so. In addition it would appear that practical

arts majors have the highest probability of being employed by an institution

granting the doctorate in education, while administration majors are the

least likely to be employed in this:kind or institution. 'Keep in mind

that 25.5 percent of the total sample in their first position were employed

by doctorate producing institutions, and 35.9 percent were employed by non-

doctoral producing instituticns. It would appear that of those employed at

the university level the majority should be employed by non-doctoral producing

institutions. However, this trend is reversed for special education,

educational psychology and psychology majors; whereas for secondary education,

higher education, the subject areas and curriculum majors, the odds are fully

two-to-one that the graduates will be employed in institutions not granting

the doctorate.
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With respect to salary it would appear that the lion's share of the very

high salaries go to administrators. Most under represented at the high

salary level are elementary majors, guidance majors and subject area majors.

Most likely to be found at the under $10,000 level are physical education

majors and those majoring in the subject areas. Further evidence about

present employing organizations suggests that those individuals majoring in

higher education, the subject areas and physical education are most likely to

be found in the small colleges, while psychology majors and administration

majors are least likely to be found in these settings. Tbce majors most

likely to be employed by the large universities ir-iediately upon receipt of

their degree are practical arts majors, special education majors and student

personnel majors. On the other hand, large universities are least likely to

employ individuals with brand new degrees in administration, curriculum, and

the subject fields. Public schools employ more than one half of the

administration majors and a more than a third of the curriculum majors.

Least likely to be employed at the public school are higher education majors,

practical arts majorspand educational psychology majors.

With respect to duties involved in the present position the results

indicate that those most likely to hold administrative positions are those

who majored in administration. Of the other fields special education majors,

higher education majorsond student personnel majors are also quite likely

to have some administrative involvement. Least likely to have an administrative

dimension in their present position are elementary education majors, math

and science education majors and educational psychology majors. Most likely

to be involved in teaching are curriculum majors and social foundations majc:In

with only 6.3 percent and 8.2 percent reporting no involvement respectively.
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The 30 to 70 percent category of involvement represents the modal extent of

teaching load for nine of the fifteen majors. For trig .v.sataining six in no

case does the mode tweed 70 percent. Student personnel majors, psychology

majors and higher education majors along with administration majors all

indicate that the respective modal groups had no teaching responsibilities,

altdough only psychology majors and administration majors have an actual

majority in this category. Most likely to have teaching loads in excess of

70 percent are social foundation majors, subject area majors, and physical

education majors.

Most likely to be devoting some of their time to research are educational

psychology majors with more than two thirds (68.3 percent) indicating some

involvement. Of the remaining fields psychology majors, guidance majors,

and student personnel majors are quite likely to report involvement in research.

Least likely to have a research dimension in their present positions are

secondary education majors, subject area majors, and practical arts majors.

It is, however, rare indeed for a person with a brand new doctorate to be

heavily involved in research. In fact only fourteen persons in the entire

sample indicate involvement of greater than 60 percent.

Most likely to be involved in teacher preparation are psychology majors

with 40 percent indicating no involvement. Of the remaining majors less

apt to be involved are guidance majors, student personnel majors and

administration majors. In discribing their desired position the proportion

of the various majors indicating no involvement decreases for all fifteen

major areas. Likewise for the category "almost entirely" involvedlthere is

a consistent decrease for all fifteen majors. Hence, the general trend

suggested by the total data holds for each major. Ten of the fifteen majors
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locate their modal responses in the category "to a large extent." The

remaining five, educational psychology, higher education, guidance majors,

student personnel majorspend psychology majors tend to desire somewhat less

involvement than the other ten.

Student personnel majors, social foundation majors are most likely to

be entirely involved with undergraduates. Least likely to work with

undergraduates are special education majors, pscyhology majors, administration

majors, and currlcalmimajors. Those most likely to be working "mostly or

entirely" with graduate students includes again social foundation majors,

educational psychology majors, psychology, and guidance majors. Least

.likely to have positions working entirely or mostly with graduate students

are physical education majors, practical arts majors, elementary majors,

secondary majors, and the subject area majors.

Finally student personnel majors, curriculum majors, and administration

majors are the most pessimistic about the likelihood of achieving their

goals within their present organizations. It is interesting to note that

curriculum majors and administration majors are also most likely to be

employed in the public school setting, and it has been noted earlier that

there appears to be a strong desire to move out of the public school setting.

Most optimistic about the likelihood of achieving their professional goals

in their present organization are educational psychology majors, math and

science education majors, practical arta majors, and special education majors.

The evidence presented in this section continues to point to a very

high degree of independence of many of the majors. The different majors

represent different age groups, tend to dais from different community

backgrounds, reflect different attitudes toward themselves and their program,
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pries different kind of jobs in different kinds of settings, and involving

different kinds of responsibilities. Of course much of this is to be

expected. They are, in fact, during their doctoral program preparing

themselves innerly cases for very different, kinds of functions. It may

....I...4. ...vidftwiArvrt of wh.+1.1. nn not 4t Is
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ever reasonable to throw them together and treat them as if they were

homogeneous groups. Yet this has been done in this study with the only

justification offered being that they all have degrees in education. Perhaps,

the term "education" is too vague, that issUodiversified in meaning to be

considered a basket into which all its varied sub-fields can be placed and

be nmaningfultrlabeledwith a single name. Administration, majors, by virture

of their sheer number, tend to affect the total data, and at the same time

the responses systematically differ from those of most other majors.

Educational psychology and psychology majors constitute another group which

tend on one hand to respond alike with respect to each other and differently

with respect to nearly aLl other majors. Elementary education, secondary

education, and curriculum rlem to constitute another group within

which responses vary less tt..! 'e,twe'll this group and others. This may

imply that the most meaningful kind of study may not be of education majors

generally, but of specific areas of specialization within the field. This

is not unreasonable. It is rather rare for all sciencesabr examples to

be considered together. For to do so suggests that astronomers and spologists

are alike just because they are both generally classified as scientists.

Perhaps associations aligned with the various areas of spechlization within

education are in the best position to undertake periodic evaluative surveys

of the kind represented by this study.
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This particular variable seemed to be most important in the early

part of the study. In general community origin seems to be related to choice

of degree, age, major field, and certain background data of the individual.

With respect to the last named, community origin was significantly related

to such dimensions as father's education and occupation, size of high school

graduating class, and complexity of undergraduate institution. Most of the

differences were highly predictable. It appears that the differences tended

to disappear when the questionnaire focused upon motives for entering the'

program, description of the program, evaluation of the program, and, surprisingly,

did not reappear strongly in the data relative to characteristics of tt,

present or desired position. In other words the data seemed to suggest that

community origin may well be related to the efficiency with which an

individual gets into the program, his choice of area of specialization, his

age upon entering the program, and his degree choice. But it also appears

that once in the program and having made these choices, the variables simply

11 cease to function.

Length of Program

Although program length did in fact relate to the large number of other

variables, a very close relationship resulted between length of program

and age. There were also rather consistent similarities in the direction

of differences between the ese a-4'cup and the to versus short program

11

groups. Hence, the writer was led to the interpretation that these variables

were insufficiently independent to be considered separately.

talmyezusMinorP.oductitutInsizis

It had been hoped that this variable, which was the only institutional

variable included in the stu4., would show some relationships, particularly
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with evaluation of program dimensions. This did not prove to be the case

either with program evaluations or any other section of the questionnaire.

Relationships did emerge suggesting that a large proportion of minor producing

n
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more likely to produce guidance and social foundation majors and less likely

to produce physical 3ducation, practical arts and subject area majors.

4

There was, however, no relationship with age, program length, or community

origin. In the area of program evaluations two variables were seen as

potentially related to program size, those were of student-student interaction

and faculty-student interaction. However, the results in comparing the

major versus the minor producing institutions indicated that individuals

from large programs perceived significantly more student-student interaction,

while with respect to student-faculty interaction, the results showed no

differences. Students from major producing institutions did, however=

perceive significantly more research in their field of interest and were

also significantly more likely to perceive an overemphasis on research than

those from smaller institutions. Individuals from major producing institutions

tended to perceive their library as more adequate. On the other band

respondents from small programs more often rated research facilities highly

satisfactory or moderately satisfactory. Respondents from major producing

institutions more often indicated that the item was inapplicable, suggesting

the possibility of more non-empirical research at institutions having

Urge numbers of graduate students. Finally, individuals from institutions

with large programs seemed to feel significantly more positive toward

their institution than those individuals from small programs.
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2hEeElinoe the 1956-19512m12

Probably the change of greatest significanee SiMee the last study

are the production data presented earlier, along with the data on program

length, age of sample, and distribution by sex. Production seems to have gone

up at a rate which compares favorably with other fields. The length of

program on the average has been shortenedby more than a year. The mean

age of the group is unchanged, and the distribution by sex shows a very

slight decrease in the proportion of women represented in the sample. One

of the findings of interest is the fact that the proportion of individuals

in the sample who first considered undertaking the doctoral degree during

their post-bacheloris teaching experience doubled in the past six years.

This increase, from approximately 5 percent to 13.6 percent, while not

comprising a significant proportion of the total group, may well suggest

closer relationships between institutions and young teachers than has been

the case in the past. In the 1956-1958 sample, 59.0 percent immediately

upon receipt of their degree took positions in colleges and universities.

For the present sample the proportion is approximately 56 percent. In the

earlier study 27.2 percent of the sample indicated that they were not in any

way involved in teacher education; for the present sample this figure is

10.6 percent. Hence, the figures suggest that in spite of the fact that there

is a growing shortage of college teachers of education the proportion of the

total sample actually taxing such positions is unchanged.
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APPMDIX A

SUPPL32117_4RY DATA

TABLE

1 Distribution by Major Field

2 Institutions Granting Bachelor's Degree to the Respondents

3 Institutions Granting Master's Degree to the Respondents

4 Year of Receipt of Bachelor's Degree

5 Year of Receipt of Master's Degree

6 state in Which Presently Eqployed



TABLE 1 - DISTRIBUTION BY M.A1X)R FIELD

Major Number

Administration, College - 11

Administration, Elementary 17
AdmIniatration; General 475
Administration of Physical

Education
Administration, Junior College
Administration, Religious

Education
Administration, Secondary 10

Administration, Special Education 1

Administration, Student
Personnel 34

Administration and College
Teaching 0

Administration and Educational

Service 2

Administration and Supervision 27

Adult Education 24

Agricultural Education 12

Anthropology
Art Education 13

Audio-Visual Education 4
Business Education 26

Camping 0

Child Development 7

Classroom Learning 3

Clinical Psychology 10

Comparative Education 6

Conservation 1
Counseling 23

Counseling and Guidance 47

Counseling Psychology 28

Counseling and Educational
Psychology 1

College Teaching 4
Curriculum, Elementary 6

Curriculum, General 63

Curriculum and Research 7

Curriculum and Supervision 8

Curriculum and Teaching 29

Dramatic Arts Education
Education General
Educational Psychology
Educational Psychology and

Guidance
Educational Psychology and

Research or Measurment
Education for Marriage and

Family Life

4

lo

Major Number

Elementary Education 103

Elementary Education-Supervision 0

Engineering Education 0

English Education 18

Experimental Design 7

Fine Arts Education 3

Foreign Language Education 1

Guidance, General 137

Guidance and Special Education 1

Health, Physical Education,
and Recreation 12

Higher Education 54

Histor "ducation 6

?bilosopby of

Educati,4 11

Home Economics Education 3

Human Relations Education 4
Human Development 8
Industrial Arts 47
Instruction, Teacher Education 0

Language or Communication Arts 3

Mathematics, Teaching of 27

Mental Health, 0

Music Education 45

Nursing Education 9

Nutrition
Persoml Psychology 1

Philosophy of Education 10

Physical Education 34
Psychology 51

Reading 12

Recreation 3
Safety Education 2

School Psychology 6
Science Education 49
Secondary Education 91

Secondary and Higher Education 5

Secondary Education (Measurement) 0
22
25
9
46
8
4
11
26

Social Foundations
Social Studies

4 Social Work
27 Special Education
120 Speech

Speech Pathology
18 Statistics and Measurement

Teacher Education
8 Vocational Education

Educational Television
3 Supervision

Others
No response

8

8
2
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TABLE 2 - INSTITUTION GRANTING BACHELOR! S DEGREE TO THE RESPONDENTS

Institution

Alabama
Alabama Al & M.
Ala baida Caittge
Auburn
Howard College
State Teachers College

Florence
Id.vingston
Troy

Stillman College
University of Alabama

Total

Arizona
Arizona State College

Flagstaff
Tempe

University of Arizona
Total

Arkansas
Arkansas A. & M.
Arkansas State College
Arkansas State Teachers College
College of the Ozarks
Harding College
Quachita. Baptist College
Southern State College
University of Arkansas

Total

Number

California
California state Polytechnic

College
Chapman College
Chowinard Art Institute
College of the Pacific
Frenson State College
George Pepperdine College
LaVerne College
Long Beach City College
Los Angeles State College
Loyola University of Los Angeles
Mills College
Mount St. Mazy' s College
Pacific Union College
Pasadena College

VIORIPIMPPOPPRgWv

1

7
3

2
1
5
1
9

30

5
2
7

14

Institution Number

3
2
6
8
8
7

16
20

2
5
2
2
2

Sacramento State College
St. Mares College of California

Tw ego A+Ai+A. MO 1 am

San Francisco State College
San Jose State College
Stanford University
University of California

Berkley
Los Angeles
San Francisco
Santa Barbara
Davis

University of Redlands
University of Santa Clara
University of Southern California 15
Whittier College 5

Longbeach State 2
Total 133

3
3
7
1
1
1
1
5

22

2
3
2
5
2

2
2
3
1
1
1
2
1

Colorado
Adams State College of Colorado
Colorado Am & Me
Colorado State College
Regis College
University of Colorado
University of Denver
Unclassifiable by state

Total

Connecticut
Albertus Magnus College
Connecticut College
Hartford Seminary
Trinity College
University of B.T,sidgeport
University of Connecticut
Wesleyan University
Yale
Unclassifiable by state

Total

Delaware

District of Columbia
Benjamin University
Catholic University of America
George Washington University

1
6

14
1
7

12
2

43

1
1
2
3.

1
2
2
7
1

Is

1.

2
4

7... ;.t



TABLE 2 - INSTITUTION GRANTING

institution

Howard University
Trinity College
Unclassifiable by state

Total

269

BACHELOR'S DEGREE TO THE RESPONDENTS

Number

2
I
d.

Cont.inuedl.

Institution NuMber

Greenville College 3
11i irtn4 a stittA Normal University 6

1 Illinois Wesleyan

11 Knox College 1

Florida
Florida State University 6

Stetson University 1

University of Florida 10

University of Miami 7

Unclassifiable by state 3

Total 27

Georgia
Agnes Scott College 1

Morehouse College 1

Berry College 1

EMory University 2

Fort Valley State College 1

Georgia State for Women 2

North Georgia College 1

Oglethorpe University 3.

Tift College 1

University of Georgia 9

Wesleyan College 1

Unclassifiable by state 3

Total 24

. .Idaho
College of Idaho
Idaho State University
Ricks College
University of Idaho

Total

'Minas
Augustana College
Aurora College
Bethany
Bradley University
Carthage College
Chicago Teachers College
Concordia Teachers College
De Pauli University
&steam Illinois University
Eureka College
George Williams College

Lake Forest College 1

Loyola University 4
McCormick Theological Seminary 1

Mundelein College 1

North Central College 1

NorthernIllinoisUnivernity 7

Northwestern University' 9

Rockford College 1

Roosevelt University 2

St. Xavier College 1

Southern Illinois University 12

Trinity Seminary and Bible College 1

University of Chicago 5

University of Illinois 14

Western Illinois University U
Wheaton College 5

Unclassifiable by state 1

Total 118

Indiana
Anderson College
Ball State University
Butler University
DePauw University
Fort Wayne Bible College

3 Goshen College

4 Grace Theological Seadnary &

I Grace College

4 Hanover College

12 Huntington College
Indiana Central
Indiana University

6 Manchester College

3. Marion College
3. Purdue University

3 St. Mary's College

3. Taylor University
5

2
2
2
2
3

University of Notre Dame

Valparaiso University
Indiana State University
Unclassifiable by state

Total

2
6
2
1
1
3

1
1

1
1

14
2
1
8

3
2

1
1
11
1

63
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TABLE 2 - INSTITUTION GRANTING BACHELOR'S DEGREE TO THE RESPONDENTS (Continued)

Institution

Iowa
Buena Vista College
Coe College
Cornell College
Drake University
Grinnell. College

Iowa State A. & M.
Iowa State Teachers College
Loras College
Luther College
Morningaide College
Parsons College
State University of Iowa
Wartburg College
Westmar College

Total

Number

2

2

3
5

1
7

3
4
1
1

13
1
2

53

Kansas
Baker University 3
Bethany College 1
Bethel College 1
Fort Hays Kansas State College 4
Friends University 1
Kansas State College of Agriculture

& Applied Science 5
Kansas State Teachers College 8
Kansas State Teachers College

Pittsburgh 4
Marymount College 1
McPherson College 1
Southwestern College 3
University of Kansas 8
University of Wichita 4

Total 44

Kentucky
Berea College 1
Eastern Kentucky State College 2
Georgetown College 3
Kentucky Wesleyan College 1
Murray State College 1
Transylvania College 1
University of Kentucky
University of Louisville

4
1

Western Kentucky State College 2
Total 16

Institution /lumber

Louisiana
Louisiana College
Louisiana Polytechnic Institute
Louisiana State University
Northeast Louisiana State College
Northwestern State College of

Louisiana

Southeastern Louisiana College
Southern University
Southwestern Louisiana Institute
Tulane Univex3ity of Louisiana
Xavier University

Total

Maine
Bates

Farmington State Teachers College
Gorham State Teachers College
Washington State Teachers College

Total

Maryland
Hood College
John Hopkins UniVersity
Loyola College
Maryland State Teachers College

Bowie
Peabody Institute of the City of

Baltimore
St. John's College
St. Joseph College

United States Naval Academy
University of Maryland
Western Maryland College
Unclassifiable by state

Total

Massachusetts
American International College
Amherst College
Boston College
Boston University
College of the Holy Cross
College of Our Lady of the Elms
Gordan College
Harvard University

3
3.

1
1

5

1
1
1
2
2

18

1
1
1
3.

4

3.

3
2

3.

1
1
3.

2
6

3
2

23

1
2
2

17
1
1
3.

4
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TABLE 2 - INSTITUTIONS GRANTING BACHELOR'S DEGREE TO THE RESPONDENTS Continued

Institution Number

Massachusetts School of Art 2
N. Priel AAR Croutarysativr7 ne Miurta 1

Northeastern University 1
Simmons College
Smith College 1

Springfield College 7
State Teachers College

Bridgewater
Fitchburg 3
North Adams 1
Salem 3
Westfield 1

State Teachers College of Boston 1
Tufts University . 3
University of Massachusetts 8
Wellesley College 3
Unclassifiable by state 1

Total 67

Michigan
Albion College
Calvin College
Calvin Theological Seminary
Central Michigan University
Eastern Michigan University
Ilmanuel Missionary College
Hope College
Kalamazoo College
Michigan State University
Northern Michigan University
University of Detroit
University of Michigan
Wayne State University
Western Michigan University

Total

1
4
1
5
7
1
2
1

15
3
2

15
22
13
92

Minnesota
Gustavus Adolphus College 1
Mace looter' College 1
Northwestern College 1

St. Marys College 1
State Colleges

Bemidji State 2
Mankato State 1
Moorhead State 1

St. Cloud State 3
Knout State 1

University of Minnesota 28
Total 40

Institution Number

Mississippi
naltA StAta Cellar 2

Nillsaps College 1
Mississippi College 4
Mississippi Southern College 2
Mississippi State University 4
University of Mississippi 2

Total 15

Missouri
Central College 2
Central Missouri State College 6
Conception Seminary 1
Oulber-Stockton College 1
Drury College 1
Harris Teachers College 1
Lincoln University 3
Northeast Missouri State Teachers

College 8
Rockburst 1
St. Louis University 1
Southeast Missouri State College 3
Southwest Missouri State College 7
Tarkio College 3
University of Kansas City 1
University of Missouri 20
Washington University 4
William Jewell College 2
Unclassifiable by state 1

Total 66

Montana
College of Great Fans
Montana State College

Montana State University
Total

Nebraska

1
5
4

10

Concordia Teachers College 1
Creighton University
Doane College 1
Hastings College 5
Midland College 4
Municipal University of Mamba 6
Nebraska State Teachers College

Cbadron 1
Kearney 5
Peru 2
Wayne 7
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TABLE 2 - INSTITUTIONS GRANTING BOMAR'S DEGREE TO THE RESPONDENTS (Continued)

Institution

Nebraska Wesleyan University
University of Nebraska
th-altuipaitiable by- state

Total

Number Institution Number

2 College of St. Rose
10 Columbia University

3. Cornell University
46 Elmira College

Fordham University
Hamilton College
Hartwiok College
Hofstra University
Houghton College
Hunter College of the City of

New York
Iona College
Julliard School of Music
Long Island University
Manhattan College

1 Manhattan School of MusicI Maryknoll Seminary
2 New York University

New School
3 Niagara
4 Pratt Institute
3 Queens College of the City of
8 New York
2 Roberts Wesleyan College
1 Russell Sage College
8 St. Bernadine of Siena College
2 St. Johns University
2 St. Lawrence University
1 Sara Lawrence College

38 State University of New York
Cornell
College for Teachers at

1 Albany
1 College for Teachers at
2 Buffalo
2 Teachers College at Brockport
6 Teachers College at Cortland

Nevada

New Hampshire
Dartmouth 3
Keene State College 1
Plyaouth State College 1
University of New Hampshire 3

Total 8

New Jersey
Don Bosco College
Drew University
Farleigb, Dickenson University
New Jersey State Colleges

Glassboro
Newark
Trenton
Montclair

Panzer College of P.E. & Hygiene
Princeton University
Rutgers University
St. Peter's College
Seton Hall University
Upsels. College

Total

New Mexico
Eastern New Mexico University
New Mexico Highlands University
New Mexico Western College
University of New Mexico

Total

New York
Ade 1phi University 1
Alfred University 3.
Brooklyn College 22
Canisiue College 1
City College of the City of

New York 27
Colgate University 2
College of New Rochelle 1

Teachers College at Fredonia
Teachers College at New Pelts
Teachers College at Oneonta
Teachers College at Oswego
Teachers College at Potsdam

Syracuse University
Union College and University
University of Buffalo
University of Rochester
Wagner College

1
16
3
2
6
1
1
2
2

16
3
2
5
2
1
1

29
1
1
1

5
1
1
1
3
2
1

1

11

4
6
1
4
2
3
3
1

10
2
1
2
3
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TABLE 2 - INSTITUTIONS GRANTING BACHEIDRT S DEG EE TO THE RESPONDENTS (Continued

Institution

U.S. Military Academy
Yeshiva University
umuummaaa.uumg 117 nuauu

Total
North Carolina

A. &Ma College of North Carolina 2
Appalachian State Teachers College 1

1
2

6
2

1
1
1

6
2
3
3

1
36

Number

1

4.

226

Bennett College
Catawba College
Davidson College
Duke University
Fast Carolina College
High Point College
lanior-Rhyne College
North Carolina College at Durham
Queens College
Salem College
University of North Carolina

Greensboro
Wake Forest College
Western Carolina College
Winston-Salem Teachers College
Unclassifiable by state

Total

North Dakota
Jamestown College
State Teachers College

Dickinson
Mayville
Minot
Valley City

University of North Dakota
Total

Ohio
Antioch
Ashland College
Bluffton College
Bowling Green State
Capital University
Cleveland Institute
College of St. Max 7

College of Wooster
Denison University
Heidelberg College
Hiram College

University

of Music
of the Spring

Institution

John Carroll University
Kent State University
Marietta College
Miami University
Mount Union College
Muskingum College
Notre Dame College
Ooerlin College
Ohio State University
Ohio University
Ohio Wesleyan University
Rio Grande College
United Theological Seminary
University of Akron
University of Cincinnati
University of Dayton
University of Toledo
Western Reserve University
Wilmington College
Itaittenberg College
Xavier University
Youngstown University
Unclassifiable by state

Total

Oklahoma
2 Bethruw-Nazarene College

Central State College
2 Fast Central State College
2 Northeastern State College

3 Northwestern State College
1 Oklahoma A. & M.

3 Oklahoma Baptist University
13 Oklahoma City University

Oklahoma College for Women
Phillips University
Southeastern State College
Southwestern State College
University of Oklalkma
University of Tulsa

Total

6
1
2
9
4
1
1 Oregon
6 Cascade College
1 Pastern Oregon College
2 George Fox College
2 Lewis and Clark College

1
10
3.

3

1
2

3
3
29
8
3

1
6
4
3
5

3
1
1
1
1
4

130

1
8
2
1
1
7
4
3
1
3
4
4
4
2

45

3.

3
1
2
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TABLE 2 - INSTITUTIONS MUTING BACHE/MP S DEGREE TO THE RESPONDENTS (Continued)

Institution

Oregon College of Education
Oregon State tioller_i
Pacific University
University of Oregon
University of Portland
Willamette University

Total

number

4
6

1
3

33

Pennsylvania
Allegheny College 1
Beaver College 1.

Bicknell University 2
Carnegie Institute of Technology 2
College Misericordia 1
Dickinson College 1
Drexel Institute of Technology ,3.

Duquesne University 5
Elizabethtown College 2
Franklin & Marshall College 1
Gannon College 1
Geneva College 3
Grove City College 1
Jamiata College 1
Lafayette College 3
Lebanon Valley College 1
Lehigh University 2
Mublenberg College 1
Pennsylvania State University 17
St. Charles Borrameo Seminary 1
St. Joseph's College 1
St. Vincent College 1
State Teachers College

Bloomsburg 4
California 5

Clarion 3
East Stroudabury 1
Edinboro 2

Indiana 2
Kutztown 2
Lock .Haven 1
Mansfield 2

Millersville 3
Shippensburg 3
West Chester 3

Susquehanna University 1.

Swarthmore College 2
Temple University 13

Institution Number

Thiel College 1
Panimayi 6

University of Pittsburgh 9
Ursinus College 2
Villanova University 1
%quoit:Avg College 1
Westminster College 1
Slippery Rock 7
Unolasifiable by state 2

Total 127

Rhode Island
Brown University
Providence College
Rhode Island- College
University of Rhode Island

Total.

South Carolina
Bob Jones University
Citadel, Military College of

South Carolina
Claflin College
Clemson Agricultural College
Erskine College
Furman University
Limestone College
Newberry College
Presbyterian College
South Carolina State College
University of South Crouton
Winthrop College
Watford College

Total

South Dakota
Augustan& College
LI 'loots Wesleyan University
Huron Collage
Northern State Teachers College
South Dakota State A. & 14.
University of South Dakota
Yankton College

Total

2
1
2
3
8

3

1
1
3
1
2
1
2
1
2
3
2
3

25

1
1
1
4
3

2
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TABLE 2 - INSTITUTIONS GRANTING BACIIIIDRtS DEGREE TO THE RESPONDENTS

Institution Number

Tennessee
Anntin PAMW State College 1
Bethel College 2
Carson - Newman College
Cumberland University
David Lipscomb College 3
Fisk University 1
George Peabody College for Teachers 5
Lane College
Madison College 1

Maryville College 2

Memphis State University 2

Middle Tennessee State College 3

Siena College 1

Southwestern at Memphis 1

Tennessee Polytechnic Institute 2

Tusculma College 1

Union University 3
University of Chattanooga 1

University of the South 1

University of Tennessee 5

Vanderbilet University 3
Unclassifiable by state 1

Total 42

1

I

Texas
Abilene Christian College 6
Baylor University 5
Bishop College 1
Nast Texas Baptist College 1
East Texas State College 7
Hardin-Simons University 1
Howard Payne College 2
North Texas State University 13
Sea Houston State Teachers College 6
Southern Methodist University
South West Texas State College
Southwestern Baptist Theological

Seminary
Sul. Ross State College
Texas A. &M.

College Station
Prairie View

Texas Christian University
Tana Lutheran College
Texas Worents University
Texas Technology College

Institution

(Continued)

Number

Trinity University 2
tlyki varsity of Corpus Christi 2
University of Houston 5
University of Texas 2

Texas Western 1
West Texas State 3
Unclassifiable by state 2

Total 85

Utah
Brigham Young University 14
University of Utah 17
Utah State University of

Agriculture and Applied Science10
Total

Vermont
Middlebury College 2
Norwich University 1
University of Vermont and State

Agriculture College 2
Total 5

Virginia
Bridgewater College 3.

College of William & Mary 3
awry & Henry College 3.

Hampden-Sydney College 2
Roanoke College 1
University of Virginia 4
Virginia Polytechnic Institute 2

Radford College 2
Unclassifiable by state 4

Total 20

3 Washington
2 Central Washington State College

College of Puget Sound
1 Eastern Washington State College
1 Paoifio Lutheran University

Seattle Pacific College
5 Seattle University
2 State College of Washinjton
1 University of Washington
1 Walla Walla College
2 Western Washington State College
8 Tob al

5
2
3
3
1
1
1

20
4
6

36
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TABU 2 INSTITUTIONS GRANTING BACHRARtS DEGREE TO TO RESPONDENTS

Institution Number

West Virginia
Bethany College
Conoord College
Marshall University
West Virginia University
West Virginia Weeleyan College

Total

Wisconsin

2
2
2
3
2

11

Alverno College 3.

Beloit College 2
Lawrence College 1
Marquette University 4
Milton 1
South Norbert College 3
Stout State College 5
University of Wisconsin 12
Wisoonsin State College

EMI Claire 4
LaCrosse 4
Platteville 2
Stevens Point 1
%its River 4

Total 44

Wyoming
University of Wyoming 6

Total 6

Total No Response 3
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TABLE 3 - INSTITUTIONS mann MASTER' S

Institution

Alabama

Number

Auburn 6
Binaingbla Southern 1
University of Ala).-ema 14
Unclassifiable by state 1

Total 22

Arisona
Arizona State College (Flagstaff) 6
Arizona State College (Tempe) 2
University of Arisona 7
Unclassifiable by state 1

Total 16

Arkansas
Arkansas State College 1
Harding .College 1
University of Arkansas 10

Total 12

California
California State Polytechnic

College
Claremont Mena College
College of the Pacific
Fresno State College
Fuller Theological Seminary
Immaculate Heart College
Long Beach City College
Los Angeles State College of

Applied Arts and Science
Loyola University of Las Angeles
Occidental College
Pacific Union College
Sacramento State College
San Diego State College 7
San Francisco State College U
San Jose State College 5
Stanford University 15
University of California

Los Angeles 19
San Francisco 4
Saute Barbara 1

University of Redlands 1
University of Southern California34
Whittier College 3

Total - 146

2
8
1
1
1
1
5

5

1
1
3

DLL,. TO THE IMPONDRITS

Institution Number

Colorado
AAnistm Sate nrillama

Colorado A. & 144 rColorado State
University)

Colorado College
Colorado State College of

Education
University of Colorado
University of Denver

Total

I

9
1

40
14
15
80

Connecticut
Trinity College 1
University of Bridgeport 2
University of Connecticut 3
Wesleyan University 1
Tale University 3
Unclassifiable by state 2

Total 12

Delaware
University of Delaware 2

Total 2

District of Columbia
Benjamin University 8
Catholic University of America 7
Gallaudet College 1
George Washington University 8

Total 24

Florida
Florida State University 10
Stetson University 4
University of Florida 18
University of Miami 5

Total. 37

Georgia
Atlanta University 2
Amory University 3
Mercer University
University of Georgia 12
Unclassifiable by state 2

Total
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- INSTITUTIONS GAMING MASTER'S MIRES TO THE RESPONDENTS (Contitued)

Institution

Idaho
College of Idaho
Idaho State University
University of Idaho
Unclassifiable by state

Total

Number

Illinois
Blackburn College
Bradley University
Chicago Teachers College
Cambia College
De Paul University
Eastern Illinois University
Illinois State Normal University
Loyola University
National-College of Education
Northern Illinois University
Northwestern University
Rooseve ly University
Southern Illinois University
University of Chicago
University of Illinois
Western Illinois University
Unclassifiable by state

Total

Indiana
Ball State Teachers College
Indiana University
Purdue University
St. Mary's College
University of Notre Dame
Indiana State University

Total

Institution

Kansas State Teachers College
1 (Emporia)
1 Kansas State Teachers College
6 (Pittsburg)
4 University of Kansas

12 University of Wichita
Total

1
4
1
1
5
1.
2
3
1
3

26
2

11
27
30
7
1.

126

10
22
9
1
3
8

53

Iowa
Drake University 8
Iowa State A. &-M. 8
State University of Iowa 27
Iowa State Teachers College 2

Total 45

Kansas
Fort Kays Kansas State College 4
Kansas State College of

Agriculture & Applied Science 4

Kentucky
Eastern Kentucky State College
Morehead State College
Murray State College
St, Mary's College
University of Kentucky'
University of Louisville

Total

Number

8

5
9
6

36

1
1
3
1
8
2

16

Louisiana
Louisiana State University

and A. & M. college 8
New Orleans Baptist Theological

Seminary 1
Tame University of Louisiana 2
Xavier University 1

Total 12

Maine
University of Maine

Total
1
1

Maryland
John Hopkins University 3
Peabody Institute of the City of

Baltimore 2
University of Maryland 12

Total 17

Massachusetts
Boston College
Boston University
Clark University
Harvard University
Northeasters University
Simone College
Springfield College
State Teachers College Fitchburg
University of Massachusetts

Total

2
22
1

16 e.
1
1

10
2
2

57
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TABLE 3 INSTITUTIONS GRAli2ING MASTER'S DEGREE TO THE RESPONDENTS (Continued)

Institution

Michigan
&-atiora Xiohle-aus thilveraty

Number

J.

Institution Number

Nevada 0

Michigan State University 23 New Hampshire

University of Detroit 2 University of New Hampshire 2

University of Michigan 41 Total 2

Wayne State University 28
Western Michigan University 2 New Jersey

Unclassifiable by state 2 Drew University 1

99 New Jersey State Teachers College
Newark 1

Minnesota Montclair 3

Mace looter College 2. Princeton Theological Seminary 2

St. Cloud State College 1 Rutgers University, The State

Winona State College 1 University of New Jersey 15

University of Minnesota 35 Seaton Hall University 2

Total 38 Total 24

Mississippi
Mississippi College
Mississippi Southern College
Mississippi State University
University of Mississippi

Total

Missouri
Central Missouri State College
Drury College
Northeast Missouri State Teachers

College
St. Louis University
University of Kansas City
University of Missouri
Washington University

Total

Montana
Montana State College
Montana State University

Total

New Mexico
4 Eastern New Mexico University
4 New Mexico Western College
2 University of New Mexico
5 Unclassifiable by state

15 Total

5
1

2
5
2

29
9

53

2
5
7

Nebraska
Creighton University 1
Municipal University of Omaha 6
Ne ., _ State Teachers College

,.
. .. ) 1

Name 1
University of Nebraska 22

Total 31

1
2

2

1
6

New York
Alfred University 1

1
6
1

Bard College
Rrooklyn College
Canisius College
City College of the City of

New York
Clarkson School of Technology
Cologate University
College of New Rochelle
Columbia University
Cornell University
Fordham University
Hunter College of the City of

New York
ilaukaattan Dohool of Music

Maryknoll Seminary
New School for Social Research
New York University
Pace College
Pratt Institute
Queens College of the City of

New York
St. John's University.

18
1

116
7
8

3
2
1
2

58
1
1

2.

2
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INSTITUTIONS GRANTING MASTER'S DEGREE TO THE RESPONDENTS Continued

Institution Number

St. Lawrence University
College for Teachers at Albany
College for Teachers at Buffalo
Teachers College at Brockport
Teachers College at Fredonia
Teachers College at Goons°
Syracuse University
Union College and University
University of Buffalo
University of Rochester
U. S. Military Academy
'lesbian University
Unclassifiable by state

Total

North Carolina
North Carolina State 1
Appalachian State Teachers College 4
Duke University 8

East Carolina College 4
University of North Carolina

At Chapel Hill 20

At Raleigh 2
At Greensboro 1

Western Carolina College 3
Total 43

Institution Number

2 Oklahoma
10 Oklabmaa'State 12
2
2

Phillips University
Southwestern State College

1
1

2 University of Oklahoma 17

1 University of Tulsa 3

10 Total 34

3
4
5
1

Oregon
Lewis and Clark Collage
Oregon College of Education

1
1

6 Oregon State College 9
4 University of Oregon 19

284 University of Portland 1
V/Llliamsette University 2

Total 33

North Dakota
State Teachers College Mckinnon 1
University of North Dakota 4

Total 5

Ohio
Bowling Green State University
Capital University
John Carroll University
Kent State University
Miami University
Notre Dam College
Oberlin College
Ohio State University
Ohio University
University of Akron
University of Toledo
Western Reserve University
lattenben College
Xavier University
Unclassifiable by state

Total

7
1
1
13

5
3.

1
33
13

1
4

17
1
2
1

101

Pennsylvania
Bucknell University
Duquesne University
Immacv late College
Lehigh University

4
1
1
3

Pennsylvania State University 26
Setou Rill College 1
State Teachers College Indiana 2
Temple University 23
University of Pennsylvania 14
Uniirersity of Pittsburgh 30
Villanova. University 2
Westminintor College 7

Total 114
Rhode Island

Brown University 1
Providence College 3
University of Rhode Island 1

Total 5

South Carolina
Furman University 2
University of South Carolina 5

Total 7

South Dakota
Northern State Teachers liege 2
South Dakota State A. & IA* 1
University of South Dakota 4
Unclassifiable by state

Total
1
8
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TABLE INSTITUTIONS GRANTINGMASMS DEGREE TO THE FtESPONDENTS Continued)...

Institution Number

Tennessee
Midst tbeiftsgm g+MeAS nrellASep

George Peabody College for
Teachers 29

Memphis State University 5
Middle Tennessee State College 2
Searritt College for Christtan

Workers
Tennessee Agricultural &

Mechanical State University 1
University of Tennessee 7
Vanderbilt University

Total 48

Texas
Abileze Christian College 3
Baylor University 9
Butler College 1
East Texas State College 8
Hardin-Simmons University
North Texas State University 14
Sam Houston State Teachers

College 4
Southern Methodist University 7
Southwest Texas State College 2
Southwestern Baptist Theological

Seminary
Southwestern Bible Institute
Texas A. & M.

College Station 4
P:111 AO View 1

Texas Christian University 1
Texas College of Arts & Industry 1
Texas *vents University 2
Texas Theological College
Trinity University 3
University of Houston 6
University of TAtas LO

West ?MA State University 1
Total 89

1
1

Utah
arighem Young University 11
University of Utah 21
Utah State University of

Agriculture & Applied Science 3
Total 35

Institution Number

Vermont
y4 eltil talurrnr nra Age

Total
1

1

Virginia
College of William & Mary
University of Virginia
Virginia Polytechnic Institute
Virginia State College

Total

Washington

2
9
1
2

14

Central Washington State College 2
Gonsaga University 2
Seattle Pacific College 1
State College of Washington 2
University of Wtshingbbn 5
Western Washington State College 7
Unclassifiable by state 1

Total 20
West Virginia

Marshall University 1
West Virginia University 6
Unclassifiable by state 2

Total 9

WYclang
University of Wyoming 8

Total
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TABLE - YEAR OF REC X1' OF BACHEWRIS DEGREE

Year Number Year

1920-21 1 1942-43
1922-23 0 1944-45
1924-25 3 1946-47
1926-27 7 1948-49
1928-29 8 1950-51
1930-31 15 1952-53
1932-33 22 1954-55
1934-35 33 1956-57
1936.37 38 1958-59
1938-39 80 1960-61
1940-41 90 Unknown

Total

Number

78
54

122
307
353
269
189
193.
108
27
72

2067

TABLE 5 - TEAR OF RECEIPT OF MASTER'S MBES ................

Year Number

1920-21 0
1922-23 0
1924-25 2
1926-27 0
1928-29 0
1930-31 5
1932-33 4
1934-35 5
1936-37 n
1938-39 13
1940,41 27
1942-43 27

1944-45
1946-47
1948-49
1950-51
1952-53
1954-55
1956-57
1958-59
1960-61
1962-63
Unknown

Total

26
59
97

208
213
264
292
306
215
80

213
2067
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TABLE 6

State

28

STATE IN WHIM PRESENTLY EMPLOYED

Number Percent State

Alabama 29 1.4 New iersey
Arizona 25 1.2 New Mexico
Arkansas 14 0.7 New York
California 200 9.? North Carolina
Colorado 31 1.5 North Dakota
Connecticut 17 0.8 Ohio
Delaware 10 0.5 Oklahoma
District of Columbia 21 1.0 Oregon
Florida 49 2.4 Pennsylvania
Georgia 41 2.0 Rhode Island
Idaho a 0.4 South Carolina
Illinois 127 6.1 South Dakota
Indiana 79 3.8 Tennessee
Iowa 46 2.2 Texas
Kansas 31 1.5 Utah
Kentucky 23 1«1 Vermont
Louisiana 17 0.8 Virginia
Maine 0 Washington
Maryland 34 1.6 West Virginia
Massachusetts 35 1.7 Wisconsin
Michigan 84 4.1 Wyoming
Minnesota 37 1.8 Alaska
Mississippi 16 0.8 Canal Zone
Missouri 38 1.8 Guam
Montana 7 0.3 Hawaii
Nebraska 25 1.2 Puerto Rico
Nevada 10 0.5 Foreign
New Hampshire 3 0.1 No response

$

Number Percent

76 3.7
11 0.5

236 11.4
38 1.8
15 0.7
85 4.1
31 1.5
33 1.6
94 4.5
7 0.3

12 0.6
5 0.2

28 1.4
87 4.2
27 1.3
3 0.1

25 1.2
34 1.6
U.. 0.5
39 1.9
12 0.6
0
0
0
7 0.3
5 0.2

57 2.8
32 1.5
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APPIEDIX B

Questionnaire. Follow-up Lettere, Coding Information
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INQUIRY INTO CONDITIONS AFFECTING
PURSUIT OF THE DOCTORAL DEGREE

IN ME FIELD OF =CATION

by.

TILE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGE
FOR TEACHER =CATION

Pursuant to U.S. Office of Mutation Project S-240

GENIAL INFOINATION AND DIRECTIONS

The purposes of this questionnaire are to find out how you came to enter a
doctoral program in education, the circumstances under which you accomplished your

study, your reactions to your program, your professional employment, your present
perceptions of professional goals, and same essential personal data. You are urged
to be accurate and to add " other" responses whenever necessary, for your replies
are to provide a basis for improving policies and programs of graduate training.

Your responses will become part of a report which will neither identity individuals

nor make comparisons between specific universities.
It will take approximately one hour to answer the questions. Your prompt

reply is essential. As a recent graduate you are aware of the importune of
complete qualitative and quantitative response. A self-addressed, stamped return
envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

We believe that you will find this inquiry of real personal interest as .you
review your doctoral stu4y.

Our grateful thanks for the time and thought you give.

Valich degree did you receive? 1( )

2( )

12
12 When was your degree conferred? 1( )

Ed. D.

Ph.D.

Jamuary4ebruarY
March - April.

3 May-June
July-August
September-October
November-December.

4( )
5( )
6( ) ................

(year)1.346 By what institution? ..
ii at was your major field (administration, guidance, etc?) ...........

A. CIRMISTANCES AND EVENTS
LEADING TO DOCTORAL Rua

Early Consideration

a. Airing what period of your life
did you first consider working
toward a doctoral degree?

Please check ( 4) one.

17 or 19
) Airing high school

2( ) Awing undergraduate pro;-

gram
3( ) Awing post-bachelor's

teaching
4( ) Awing other post-bachelor's

work--specify ............
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5( ) Awing masterls program
6( ) During post...aster's

teaching
7( ) Awing postmsaster's

graduate study
During other post-master'swork--speolfy.........

b. awing what period of your life
did you first become interested
in the field which was to be
your specialisation within the
field of education? Please
double check (N) one of the
responses above.

Personal Motivations

It is probably true that you
entered the doctoral program because
of a combination of motives, rather
than because of one strong, simple
motive. Listed below is a series of
motives which in some oases may
influence the decision to enter the
doctoral proms. Please indicate
the relative degree of importance
which each may have had in your
decision to enter the program ac-
cording to the following scales:

1 Highly important
2 Of considerable importance
3 Of some importance
4 Of little importance
5 Of no importance

Col. 21( ) Attraction of new kinds of
positions

22( ) Desire to get away from the
demands and complexity of
predootoral position

23( ) Desire to beans a better
practitioner of your pro-
fession

24( ) Fear of being "looked in" at
predootoral place of em-
ployment

25( ) Concern about the lack of
status generally accorded
your predootoral position

26( ) Lack of complete sense of
cultural satisfaction associ-
ated with ,predootoral posi-
tion

a1,04,4, .

27(

28(

29(

30(

31(

32(

33(

34(

35(

36(

37(

38(

39(

40(

41(

42(

43(

44(

45(

46(

47(

) Fear of general ilwaffeativen-

ess in predoatoral position
) Desire for greater professi-

onal mobility
) Appeal of enhanced prestige

associated with the doctorate
) Sense of inadequacy with your

research abilities in your
profession

) Desire to achieve maximua
development of your academic
talents and abilities

) Insecurity of position without
the degree

) The need to keep up-to-date
in your field

) Appeal of certain techniques,
proaedures, and skills
reoeutly developed in your
professional area

) Stimulation of university asso-
ciations and atmosphere

) Opportunity for greater self-
fUlfilment

) Desire to aid in the growth of
the profession as a whole or
some phase of it

) Attraction of higher salaries
accompanying the doctorate

) Desire to work with college-
age students

) A compelling sense of commit-
sent to an institution or a
cause

) A certain fascination with the
world of research and experi-
mentation

) Lack of self-satisfaction der-
ivable from predootoral
position

) A growing sense of inadequacy
with predootoral tools and
skills

)Frustration associated with
preprogram level of earnings

) Concern over the possibility
of becoming "stale" in pre-
doctoral position

) Feeling of nonacceptance in
your peofesision

) Dissatisfaction associated
with predootoral teaching level
(i.e., elementary, high school,
eta.)
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48( ) Frustrations associated with
previous place of employment

Influential Persons

a. What individuals were influential
in your actual decision to enter
the doctoral program? Please
cheek (V) those who affected you
particularly.

1

1

Col. 56( Professional colleague (s)
57( Spouse
58( Parents

59 Other relative (s)
60 Former professor (a)
61 ) Employer at that time

62-65 ) Otherspecify
00000000000000000000110000004,

b. If one of these individuals was
the most influential please
double check (vV).

Material Factors

a. itaiat financial or other material
factors were available which may
have been decisive Jumbling
you to enter a doctoral program?
Please check (V) those factors

which e017.
Col. 66( ) NSF Fellowship

67 ) NDLA Fellowship
68 ) Institutional fellowship
69 ) Other fellowshipspecifym

moftelornirew000dlwoomoom6
70( ) Assistantship
71 ) Scholarship
72 ) Leave with pay
73 ) Gifts or inheritances
744 ) NDEL loan
75( ) Institutional loan (i.e., the

university)
76( ) Bank or other financial

aganar loan
77( ) Loan frog friends, family,

etc.

78 ) Savings
79 )

..

b. If one of these factors was most
significant, please double check
(4).

Factors Considered

a. What factors did you actually con-
sider in deciding to attend the
university at which you received
your doctorate? Please check
(1) those which apply and add
others which were imp etant to

ayou .

Col. 12( ) of housing

13( ) Opporturity for supplementary
income provided by city

14( Proximity of the university
15( Similarity of departmental

philosophy to personal values

16( ) Availability of assistantships,
fellowships, etc.

17( ) Previous graduate study at
this institution

18( ) Nature of initial interviews
) Reputation of individual

staff members
) Reputation of the university
) Reputation of the department
) AAractiveneas of the univer-
sity setting

23( ) Availability of the particular
kind of program required for
personal goals

) Otherspecify

....o.e.44otoosootowoofoos000
) Other-- specify..............

osomosoodrowoodos.....41).em

19(

20(
21

-28(

(

b* Please double check (1/ the
moat significant consideration.

Delay of Ettry

a. If in your case actual entry into
the doctoral program had to be
postponed for a significant period
of time, indicate with a check
(%/) the particular reason (s) .

Col. 29( ).No real postponement newsman.
30( ) Lack of adequate finances
P

;4
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1amearagaas..--......aw.a.garasbrur...../010111.0.1.*W.

31( ) Demands of employment check (Ni) below the ways in which
32( ) Difficulty of making necessary your work was undertaken.

family adjustments

33( ) Health reasonsindividual
34( ) Health reasons - -other member

of femily

35( ) Lack of "leave" policy at
place of employment

36( ) Otherspecify 000011100000000
000000410001100060000000.0
00000000000000009000000,00

b. If one reason stands out above
the others, please indicate by
a double check (4 v) .

B. PURSUIT OF THE DEGREE

How much time did you spend in var-
ious phases of the program? (Report
total elapsed time, not time spent
in concentrated study).

Col. 37 Time spent in entire doctoral
program( include time spent on
the first year of graduate work
only if no master's degree was
earned):

. .mouths
38 Total time spent on course work:

........months
39 Total time spent on thesis:

.......months
40 Total time spent on language re-

quirements:
.months

41 Total time spent in residence:
........months (write "no" if you
fulfilled no residence require-
ment

How was the doctoral program carried
out? Check ( '1) the appropriate
category.

42
1( ) Entirely as a full-time

student
2 Mostly as a full-time student
3 Mostly as a part-time student
4 Entirely as a part-time

student
'43-51

a.If your program was carried out
entirely as a part-time student,

Col. 43( ) Question inapplicable, mostly
or entirely full time

444 ) Summers

45t beams
46( ) Part timedays
47i ) Off-campus centers
48( ) Correspondence

49-51( ) Otherspecify 4t4ottwairooalosito

900600040011100000000041111000000
00000410000411000000060000000

b. If one of the above categories
is most descriptive of the way in
which your program was undertaken,
please double check (M.

52 In what way or combination of ways
was your residence requirement ful-
filled?
52( ) No residence requirement
53( ) Summers

54 ) Ebenings
554t ) Part tdmedaya

56-58( ) Pull time during regular aca-
demic sessions -- specify num-

ber: quarters,
semesters (underline one)

Note: If you were never in residence
as a full-time student, omit the
two following items and continue

with the third.

How did you finance the period in
residence?

a. Please check (V) your source
(a) of income.

Scholarship, fellowship, or

award
Assistantship or other position
in the university
Leave with pay
G.I. Hill
Inane
Savings
Eirmingo of spouse
Teaching outside university
Other work outside university
Otherspecify.

61
62
63

64
65
66
67

68-69
0000000000000000000000040

.201: 4/:.
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b. Double check LAO the one item
which was your major source of
income during residency.

Whaticind,(s) of housing did you have
who le in reeile,Ifte?

a. Please check (J) the kind (s) of
housing you used.

70( Residence hall
71( University apartments
72( Low-rent university housing

(e.g., temporary buildings,
etc.)

73( ) Rented apartment or room off
campus

74 c ) Trailer (owned)
75( ) Trailer (rented)
76( ) House (owned)
77( ) House (rented)
78( ) Housing rent-free for services

79-80( ) Otherspecify .............

40400004000400011,041.1t0011000011100000

b. Double check (VA the kind of
housing used for the longest
period of time.

In the items which follow, Your
judgments are sought about experi-
ences COMMA to most persons who
have earned a doctorate, Please re-
spond to each item by placing a
check (V) at one of the points on
the rating scale.

Col. 12 In interviews prior to beginning
the doctoral program, how com-
plete was the information given
you =assistantships, course
requirements, housing, loans,
time required, etc.?

1( Emtremely complete
2 Of considerable completeness
3 Moderately complete
4 Rather incomplete
5 Decidedly incomplete
6( Item inapplicable
13 How would you rate the policy of

admission at your institution?
1 ) Highly selective
2 ) Rather selective
3 ,)SamaWhat selective

4( ) Rathem.vmseledtive
5( ) Very umselecttvei

6( .) Item inapplicable
14 In comparison to doctoral students

infields outside of education,
how w onld your rate the general

caliber of education doctoral
students in your institution?

l( ) Clearly superior
2( ) Usually superior

3( ) About the same
4( ) Often inferior

5( ) Clearly inferior
6( ) Item inapplicable
15 In terms of appropriateness to

your professional interests at
the present time, the course work
generally seems to have been:

1( Entirely inappropriate
24 Rather inappropriate

3 Moderately appropriate
4( ) Definitely appropriate

5( ) Ektremely appropriate
6( ) Item inapplicable

16 Interims of the relative number
of courses required in your major
area within education and outside
your major area, the proportion
seemed to be characterized byi

1( ) Great overemphasis on the
major area

2( ) Overemphasis on the major

area

41
i Proper balance
Overemphasis on courses out-
side the major area

5( ) Great overemphasis (1 courses
outside the major area

6( ) Item inapplicable
17 What degree of freedom and self-

direction was generally allowed
by the classroom procedures
encountered during course work?

1 Practically none
2 Very little
3 A moderate amount

4 A considerable amount
5 A great amount
6 Item inapplicable
18 In how may courses in your total

program did you experience
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instruction which you would des-
cribe as superior?

1 ) In nearly all courses
2 ) Inmost courses
3 ) In half the courses
4t ) In a minority of courses

5( ) In very few courses
6( ) Item inapplicable
19 Of the instruction which you

would describe as superior, how
much of it was in your major field
ascanpared with other areas?

11 ) Avery small proportion
2 ) Amin= proportion
3( ) .About half

41 ) A major. proportion
5 ) Nearly all
6( ) Item inapplicable
23 If it was necessary for you to

pass foreign language reading
requirements, how do you rate the
professional value of knowing how
to read foreign languages?

1( ) actremely valuable
2( ) Of considerable value
3( ) Moderately valuable
4( 1 Of little value
5( ) Of no value
6( ) Item inapplicable
21 IfpadidnaltOtYll. foreign lang-

uage reading requirements, how
would you rate the professional
value of knowing how to read
foreign languages?

1( ) Of no value
2 Of little value
3 Moderately valuable
4 Of considerable value

5 Extremely valuable
6 Item inapplicable
22 If it was necessary for you to

pass a statistic requirement,
how do you rate the professional
value of this requirement?

1 Extremely valuable
2 Of considerable value
3 Moderately valuable
4 Of little value

5 Of no value
6( Item inapplicable
23 Apart from thstoccurring in ached,

uled courses and seminars, to

what extent was interaction a-
mong students encouraged through
an active program of informal
seminars, professional organ-
izations, social events, etd.?

1( ) To a very great extent
2( To considerable extent)

3( ) To some extent

4( ) To a small extent
5( ) Not at all

6( ) Item inapplicable
24 In reference to the preceding

item, how would you rate the
value of such interaction tolou

personally?
) Of no value

2 ) Of little value
3 ) Of some value

4( Of considerable value

61
WT60817 valuable

) Item inapplicaVA
25 Apart from that occurring in

scheduled courses and seminars,

to what extent was interaction
between faculty and students
encouraged?

1( ) To a vary rest extent
2( ) To considerable extent
3( ) To acme extent

41 ) To a small extent
5( ) Not at all

6( ) Item inapplicable
26 In reference to the preceding

item, how would you rate the
value of such interaction to you
personally?

1 Of no value
2 Of little value
3 Of same value
4 Of considerable value
5 Extremely valuable
6 Item inapplicable
27 To what extent was your assistant-

ship, staff appointment, etc. .

while in residence relevant to
your program objectives?

1( ) To a very great extent
2 To considerable extent

3 To frame extent

4 To a smell extent

5 Not at all
6 ) Item inapplicable
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28 How would you rate the educational
value of your appointment?

i( ) Of no value
2 Of little value

3i Of some value

4 Of considerable value

5( ) Extremely valuable
6( ) Item applicable

29 How useful was general advice
and counseling on academic and
professional matters?

1( ) Extremely useful
2( ) Of considerable:usefulness

3i ) Moderately useful

4 Of little use

5( Useless
6( Item inapplicable

30 To what extent was there ongoing
research in your field of inter -

eat at your institution?
1 To

:on:Iribl
great extent

3 To some extent
4 To a small extent

5 Not at all
6 Item inapplicable
31 To what extent were there oppor-

tunities for doctoral students
to participate in this research?

i( ) To a very great extent

31
) To considerable extent
) To some extent

4( ) To a small extent
5( ) Not at all

6( ) Item inapplicable
32 In terms of the relative emphasis

of production of individuals
competent in research as opposed

to the production of competent
college teachers, the program of

your university seemed to be

characterised bin

i( ) Great overemphasis on research

2( ) Overemphasis on research

3( ) Proper balance
A Overemphasis on teaching

5i Great overemphasis on teaching

6 Item inapplicable

33 The doctoral dissertitions at your

university seemed to be perceived

as more of a laborious exercise

than a real intellectual experience

eventuating in useful knowledge.

1( ) Agree strongly

2( ) Agree
3( ) No opinion or can't say

4( I Disagree
5( ) Diengree strongly

34 What degree of freed= and aelf-
direction was generally allowed
in the development of the
dissertation problem?

i( ) Practically none

2( ) Very little

3( ) A moderate amount

4( ) A. considerable amount

5( ) A great amount
6( ) Item inapplicable
35 How adequate was the advice and

guidance of your dissertation

director?
1( ) Completely adequate
2( ) Highly adequate
3( ) Adequate
4( Rather inadequate

5( Completely inadequate
6( ) Item inapplicable

36 How would you rate the general
helpfUlness of your doctoral
committee other than the thesis
director in guiding your diss-
ertation project?

1( ) Very helpful
2( ) Of oonsiderable help

3( ) Moderately helpful
Al ) Of little help
5( ) Of no help
6( ) Item inapplicable
37 In your thesis work how would

you rate the extent to which

your department and/or surround-
ing schools cooperated in pro-
viding sources of data and
opportunities for experimentation?

i( ) Extremely satisfactory
2( Highly satisfactory
3( Modokretol satisfactory
4 Rater unsatisfactory
5 ) Completely unsatisfactory
6 ) Item inapplicable

38 How would you rate the adequacy
of the university library for
your thesis work?

1( ) Extremely unsatisfactory
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2( ) Rather unsatisfactory
3( ) Moderately satisfactory

4 ) Highly satisfactory
5 ) Extremely satisfactory
39 In your thesis work how would

you rate the extent to which the

department made facilities a-
vailable for compiling, tabu-
lating, and computing data?

1( ) Extremely satisfactory
2( ) Highly satisfactory
3( ) Moderately satisfaotory
4( Bather unsatisfactory

5( Extremely unsatisfactory
6t ) Item inapplicable
40 If you were starting your graduate

work in education again and had

your choice of ai graduate sch

ool in the United States, how

likely would you be to choose the

same institution?
1( ) Extremely likely

3( Rather likely
2( Highly likely

4( Very unlikely
5( ) Item inapplicable

41-52
a. From the following list please

check (4) those aspects of your

doctoral program which con-
tributed moat to your profession-

al development.

41( ) Course work

42( ) Independent reading

43( ) Dissertation work

44( ) Teaching assistantship
45( ) Research assistantship

46( ) Preparation for examinations.

47( ) Interaction with major pro-

tensor

48( ) Interaction with other fac-

ulty

49( ) Interaction with other stu-

dents

50-52( ) Other--specify.. ...........

........................

...........................
b. If one aspect of your doctoral

program stands out above the
others, please indicate by a

double check (4).

Critical Periods

53 During your doctoral program did

any critical period (a) occur
which roma:Win the need to
-----rarn,7 7nur

program?
1( ) les
2( ) No

If yes check (V) the items
below which contributed as
causal agents to this critical

period.
Col. 54( Family problems

55( Academic pressures

56( ) Personal health

57( ) Financial problems

58( ) Work pressures

59-61( ) Other -- specify firoodOeoefe

oeogioeefoOllefposoweooswo
Ivioseeotsdosooioelleees

62 During the doctoral program did

a critical period occur which
nearly resulted in your dis-

continuance and/Or required
emergency measures to present

interruption?
1(

2(

)

) No

Yes

If yes, double check (vilt) the

items above which contributed as
causal agents to this critical

period.
Individuals encouraging your study

a. Uho were the individuals who pro-
vided encouragement to you
throughout the doctoral, program?
Please check (V) those indi-
viduals wham you considered

63( Major professor

644 Other staff members

65( Acquaintances
66( ) Parents

67( ) Spouse
68( ) Other relatives

69( ) Former employer

73( ) Prospective employers

71 -72(. ) Other--specify ........eeobillo
001,00.41411011100000000000
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b. If one of these individuals was
the most significant Bourse of
encouragement, please double
check (44).

Distract/21g Factors

12a. Were there any persistent or
recurring factors which pre-
vented wholehearted attention to
doctoral study/

1( ) Yes
2( ) No
If yes, please check (J) those
items which were distracting
influences to you.

13( ) Inadequate financing
14( ) Housing problems
15( ) Family problems
16( ) E,ccessive demands on time

devoted to noncourse duties
17 ) Personal Health
18 ) Academic pressures
19 ) Professional relationships
20 ) Other--specify ..............

21-22( ) Other--specify. .............
we.oemeeefee0000

IN If one of the above factors was
the most persistent source of
distraction, please double check

(4 V)

C. PRESENT AND DESIRED FUTURE
1114PIDIKENT

a. What is your present position?
Title and/or rank
0004141400eadoue.0000411410000411eo

Official name of organization or
institution
04114114,e0elbe04104elleeee04110e0

City and state 0041100000000000000
41.0011411.04104100000000011100000000041000

b. By what kind of organisation are
you presently employed? Please
check (V

27
1( ) Small college, public or

private
2( ) Private or denominational

school

Large university
4 Public 'school.

5( ) State or federal government
agency

6( ) Private business--a profit-
makim irmaitattma

7( ) Nonprofit organisation or
foundation

8( ) Self-employed or private
9( ) Other-- specify ............

0411004100004141100000.0000000
c. Financial status (earned income)

Check the interval which des-
cribes your expected income from
your professional work during
the year comencing September 1,
1964. Include salary, consultant
fees, royalties, and other income
from your professional activities,
but not inoome from investments
and other sources.

28-29
01( ) Less than $3,000
02( ) $30100 to $3,999
03( ) $4,00o to $4,999
04( ) $5,000 to $5,999
C5( ) $4000 to $6,999
06( ) $7, 000 to $7c999
07( ) $8,000 to $8,999
08( ) 00300 to 999
09( ) $20,000 to

$9,

112,4499

10( ) $12,500 to $141999
) $15,000 to $19,999

12( ) $24000 and over
d. In .yam opinion how much greater

is your present yearly income
as a result of having earned the
doctorate?

30
0( ) None
1 ) Less than $500
2 ) $500 to $999
3 ) $1,000 to $1,

) $1,500 to $1,999
499

5( ) $2,000 to $2,499
6 ) $2,500 to 12
7 ) $3,000 to $3
8 ) $41000 to 44,999
9( ) )ore than $5,000
e. What is the division of time de-

voted to various aspects of your
present position? Indicate by
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means of approximate percentages
the time devoted to each. The
total should equal 100 percent

Col. 314 ) Administration
32( Supervision
33( Teaching and preparation
34( Research
35( ) Writing and other creative

work
36( ) Counseling, advising, indi-

vidual case work, etc.
37( ) Committee work at department,

school, and university levels
38( ) Service to community, state,

institution, professional
organisations, etc.

39( ) Other work not specified
above--describe ............

............................
f. To what extent are you involved

in the prepartion. of teachers?
Please check (1) the appropriate
categoty.

44
1( ) Not at all
2( ) To a limited extent
3 ) To same extent

4 ) To a large extent
5 ) Almost entirely
g. If you are employed by a college

or university, with what level
of student do you work? Please
check (4) the appropriate
category.

Desired Future Euployment

Undoubtedly, the position you hold
at present is somewhat different
from the position to which you may
ultimately aspire. Respond to the
following questions in terms of the
position you would sometime like to
hold.
a. In what kind of organisation

would you like to be employed?
Please check (4) the appropriate
category.

45,
1( ) Almost entirely with under-

graduates
2( ) Mostly with undergraduates,

IKON with graduates
3( ) About half of the time de-

voted to each group
4( ) Mostly with graduates, acme

with undergraduates
5( Almost entirely with graduates
6( Not employed by a college or

university
7( ) aplcyed by a college or uni-

versity but do not work dir-
ectly with students

46
1( ) Small college, public or

private
2( ) Private or denominational

school
3( ) Large university

4( ) Public school
5( ) State or federal government

agency
6( ) Private business --a profit

making institution
7( ) Nonprofit organisation or

foundation
8( ) Self-employed or private

practice
9( ) Otherspecify

11,M04,411,041101,1111111,11141111101,110e0M4114,

004,1111111,41104110001,11POOOOMOOM011

b. What would be the division of
time devoted to various aspects
of the position you would like
to hold? Indicate byname of
approximate percentages the time
devoted to each. The total
should equal 100 percent.

47 Administration
48 Supervision

49 Teaching and preparation
50 Research
51 Writing and other creative

work
52( ) Counseling, advising, indi-

vidual case work, etc.

53( ) Committee work at department,
school, and university levels

54( ) Service to community, state,
institution, professional
organisations, etc.
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55( ) Other work not specified- -
describe...........................
000.011POW100000004/000004,000041

c. What would be the extent of your
involvmaant in preparation of
teachers? Please check ( 4)
the appropriate category.

60

I( ) Not at an
?( ) To a limited extent
.3 ) To acme extent
4 t ) To a large extent
5( ) Almost entirely
d. If you desire to be employed by

a college or university, with
what level of student would you
work? Please check (4).

61

I( ) Almost entirely with under-
graduates

2( ) Mostly with undergraduates,
8010 with graduates

3( ) About half of the time de-
voted to each group

4( ) Mostly with graduates, sane
with undergraduates

5( ) Almost entirely with' graduates
6( ) Not employed by a college or

university
7( ) *played by a college or

university but do not work
directly with students

e. TO what extent would it be pos-
sible to attain the kind of
position toward which you aspire
within the context of your pre-
sent employing organisation?

62
1 ) Highly possible
2 Quite possible

3 Possible but unlikely

4 Quite =MAT
5 ) Very unlikely

D. PERMNAL DATA

63

1( ) Male
2( ) Female

64-65 Age

66-67 Place of birth .................
States

01100000041001100000000000111000.0so
or country if not in United States

68
3.( ) Single
2( ) Married

3( ) Divorced

4( ) Other
69 Number of children
70 Education of spouse (highest

degree or grade.............................
71 Major academic field of spouse

(if college graduate) 0411141110000000

0000041011100008000000000*0040.0041111100

72 Major occupation of spouse during
your doctoral progrmn ..........

73 What was the size of the com-
munity in which you were reared?

Check (4) only one. (If you
have lived in two or more mar
munities, check the one in which
you lived for the longest period

time.)

1(

of
Rural

31
Village (under 2,500)
Town (2,500-10,000)--a suburb

4( ) Town (2,500-10,000)-no suburb
5( ) Small city (10,000-1000300)--

a suburb
6( ) 3nall city (10,000-100,000)

no suburb
7( ) Large city (over 100,000)

74 Father's occupation ............
.0.0000W04,0000000041000000000000

75 Mother's occupation 00011100000000

11041000000000111111V00000000840004100i

76 Father's education (highest grade)
iloosoolloossoose.soolootrogoess0000fibe

77 Mother's education (highest grade)
oolliw000ssoossoososesso44,404,4Dow

Secondary Education

a. School from which you were grad-

uated 00000040004000000001100000
ncme of school

000000000SrA00000410080010000S004100
city state year of graduation
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78 What was the wise of your secondary school graduating class? Please

check (V).
1( ) 1-9
2( ) 3049

1 )
20439
1.11.59

7( 200-499

5( 60.49

8( 500 and over

a 100-199

79 Vat type of secondary or high school did you attend? Please check (V. ).
1( Public
2( Private, nondenominational
3( Private, denominational

College Background
From what other institution have you received degrees? Please list in chronological
order.
Name of institution State Major area of study Degree received Tear

000004,4,00414,M001,00000041P000000041100004104,00100000000041104,000000000410030000000119000000e

11.04100.00000410004104110,00000041,00004,004,0000000000080004,00000000000000000410000641000es

Occupational Background
a. Please list in inverse chronological order the full-time positions held

after beginning the doctoral program and prior to completion of the degree.
Title of Name and location of institution, Tears held

position company, enterprise, etc. 19.. to 19..

141104,1100001114180000000,111041100000004,0000411000000000114110000041100001111004,011000041410011000000410

11000000000411100000000000000IPOOMMOOW004,00111000411001,0000004,004000000410000004,0000000
04,000411000*(1100000~11000411004110000M114,0040000000111041111100000000000004000001,004100411000000000

b. Please list the position held Immediately prior to actual entry into the

doctoral program.
Title of Name and location of institution, Tears held

position company, enterprise, etc. 19.. to 19..

4,0411004,04,01041111041111.4110000011M000410110000000000004114100111114118000411041100411041000041000001100000000000

0.41,041141100.0000411111,000410004i0004104100000000041410000011000o0OW00404,000041,000000**04100000000

Do you wish to be informed when this study is completed? 1( ) Tea 2( ) NoName:
(last) (first) (middle)Address...e

(street) (city) (state) (sip oode)

We are inieed grateful for the thoughtful attention that you have given this task.
Would you please return this questionnaire in the enclosed envelope to:

Additional Comments:

Doctorate in Education Study
Attu I. Laurence D. Biwa
Box E
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana 47405
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Dear Graduates

As a part of the continuing program of research and investigation of the
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, a critical inquiry
into programs leading to the doctorate in the field of education is now being
conducted. The study is being funded by the United States Office of Educa-
tion (Project 8-240) The principal investigator is Dr. Laurence D. Brown,

of the School of Education, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana.

The enclosed questionnaire is being sent to each of the more than 1800 per-
sons who were awarded doctors degrees in the field of education during the.
year ending September I, 1964. As a *ember of this group you can render
significant service to your profession by taking part in the stucty. Our aims
are improved programs in graduate education and improved educational
leadership. We need your honest, thoughtful reactions to your own program
of studies.

It is quite possible that you would Ile reluctant to express some of your opin-
ion; to a member of the faculty under which you studied. We would like you
to oonsider this inquiry an opportunity to express your frank reactions re-
garding your doctoral program to an agency which is not only interested and

concerned, but is also in a position to be of some influence in the protessit.s.
You can be assured that the data will be kept oonfidontial. Individual data
will not be given to the parent institution or to any other institution. Only
oompletely honest, candid answers will be of real value in this study.

Most of the questions on the enclosed instrument can be answered by the use
of a check mark or a few words. As time is an Important factor in cow
plating the stilt, please complete and return the questionnaire within the
next week. A stamped and addressed envelope is enclosed for your reply.
men the study is completed, participants will receive a summary of the
findings.

Please accept our sincere thanks for your prompt and kind cooperation.

Cordially yours,

Edward C. Pomeroy
Executive Secretary

%closures
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December 14, 1964

A.,,...:44,......,

Dear Study Participants

As of the above date, we have not received the questionnaire that
was recently sailed to you as part of the study of the doctorate in
education being conducted by the Iserican Association of Colleges
for Teacher Ikbication. We are aware that your time is limited and
that the special demands of your work may have presented you from
filling out the questionnaire at the present tine. However, we
would like to Impress upon you the Importance of your response in
the current investigation of the doctorate in education. As you
well 1111011 the adequacy of a survey study is largely dependent
upon a large percentage of returns. Thus far the returns have been
good, but they ars far short of what is needed.

Perhaps your response is already in the sail. If not, won you
take the time now to oomplete and return the questionnaire before
the 012ristaus holidays? !our cooperation will be greatly appreciated.

Cordially yours,

Laurence D. Brown
Principal Investigator
IkAtorate in Education Study
Box E
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana
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'Topiary 9, 1965

Dear Study Participant:

Returns troll the follow -up study of the doctorate of education in the

United States have been very encouraging. A beginning of the tabulation

of data shows a wealth of information which should be of significant

value in evaluating and ascertaining trends in this important segment of

American education.

Although a large percentage of responses have now been received, we have

not received a completed questionnaire from you. Recognising that mail

sometimes gets "lost in the heap" and sometimes mislaid, we are enclosing

a second questimmaire for your use.

If the completion of the questionnaire has found its way to "the neglected"

part of your activities, won't you activate it and put it in your "do it

now" pile so that the data will oome to us in a few days?

The filling out of the questionnaire is not a lengthy task. In most

oases it will require less than an hour. It is your personal effort

and investment in a more meaningful and effective graduate program in

the field of education. Is one who has long since learned personally

the importance of gathering accurate data, I hope that you will give

this matter your immediate attention.

Cordially,

Laurence D. Brawn
Doctorate in Iducation Study

Box II

Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana
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January 23, 1965

Dear Study Participant,*

The response to the qltionnaire recently sent out to all
doctoral griduates in the field of education has been
encouraging. However* the impartance of maximislag the number
of responses cannot be overemphasised. The potential value
of this study would be drastically reduced if the response is
inadequate.

In the very near future we will begin the tabulation of data.
If perchance* your response has been postponed* waylaid* or
Just glaply forgotten* we are sending this brief final
reminder. Won't you take time to ocuplete it and put it in
the mail? Thank you for your response.

Cordially yours,

Laurence D. Brown
Doctorate in Education Study
Box
Indiana University
Bloomington* Indiana
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Ao Major Producing Institutions

Institution Number

Color Stsetta 77
Coluabia University 21?
George Peabody College for Teachers 40
Harvard University 45
Indiana University 92
Michigan State University 64
New lark University 117
Ohio State University 56
Pennsylvania State University 51
Stanford University 45
University. of California-8erkley 60
University of CaliforniaLos Angeles 45
University of Chicago 40
University of Illinois 52
University of Michigan 52
University of Minnesota 56
University of Missouri I '42

University of Nebraska 42
University of Southern California 68
University of Texas 40
University of Wisconsin 44


